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TO THE 


READER. 


Muft confeſs, F. Lewis Sabran of the Society of Jeſus, 
| as be writes himſelf, has all the good Qualities be- 
© (longing to bis Order, excepting that Learning, which 
ſome of his Order have formerly had, but he'is excuſable 
for that, becauſe of late, that has been the leaft of their 
care ; but what they want in Learning, they make up in 
Confidence and Noiſe, which is a nearer conformity to the 

temper \and ſpirit of their firft Founder. Yr 

When I firft ſaw his Sheet. which he wrote again#t the 
Firft Part of the Preſervative; I read it over, and laid 
it afide, as I thought it deſerved ; for Teafily perceived, 

that he could not, or would not underſtand the plainef? 
ſenſe, and I ſaw nothing he had objefled, which could im- 
| poſe upon the moi? unlearned Proteſtant ; and T had no 
mind to engage with a Man, ' who has not Underſtanding 
enough to be Confuted : But the honefÞ Footman thought 
fit to call him to. an account, and [believe all impartial 
. Men thought the Footman had the better of him,” aud'yet 
the Teſuite had an honourable occaſion to retreat, had his 
Wit ſerved him to take it ; for no Man would have ex- 
pefted that a Jeluite ſhould have encountered a Footman ; 
but here his Courage out-ran his Wit, as it often happens 
.to Knights Errant in their bold Adventures. 
T do intend as little as poſſibly I can to concern my ſelf 
in the Diſpute between the Jeſuite and the Footman ; the 
B Footman 
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To the READER. 
Footman # able to Defend himſelf , and I een quate for 
the Jeſuite for fear he ſhould ; But having a little lei. 
fare at preſent, I will ſpare ſome few hours to Vindifate 
the Prelervative from this Jeluite's Cavils, for it will ap» 
pear, that "_ are no better, As for thoſe many good 
words he has beſtowed on me, I take them for Complements 
on courſe, and to be plitin with bim, they are all lof# up- 
on me, for when I hive Reaſon and Truth on my fd 7 
am perfeftly inſenfible of-all the Sportings of Wit and Ya- 
tyr, for there are no Feſts bite, but theſe that are true. 
IT do not intend to purſue this Jefuite in. all his ramb 
Excurſions, but ſhall keep cloſe to.my buſineſs, to Vindi- 
cate The Prefervative, and that in as few words as I can ; 
and this will come into a very narrow compaſs ;- for he has 
& little to ſay, as ever man had, if you keep him-out of 
bis Common-place Diſputes ; but if you ſuffer him to draw 
you into thoſe beaten Roads, there is mo end of him; for he 
has the Confidence of a Jeſuite. to repeat all the old baffled 
Arguments without bluſhing. EET 
confeſs, I am a little aſhamed to meddle with fo'tri- 
fling an Adverſary, and know not how T ſhall Anſwer it to 
the Ingenious Gentlemen of "the Temple, to whom he fo 
often Appeals againft the Maſter, for ſpending my time ſo 
zl, unleſs his Charatter 6 | a Jeſuite will plead my excuſe, 
which has been a formidable Name in former Ages: and 
if this will do, - 7 have a very honourable and a very eafie 
Tak of it, an Adverſary to encounter with the glorious 
Charafter of a Jeſuite;' 6#t without the Senſe of a Foot- 
man. 
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KN 7 (« '22.@ | . 
'Preſervative. 

T { HE. Charge againſt.me is very: formidable, ner to 

MM thatl 5 D. ſuch/Principles in the P#eſer- *rſervative 
| wvative, as make void the uſe of Reaſon, Faith, Cx 
Fathers, Councils, Scripture, and Moral Honeſty, if he 
had faid leſs, he might ſooner have been believed, or 
might have proved it better,  when-ſuch wild and ex- 
travagant Accuſations confute themſelves ;' but Feſuits 
commonly ſpoil all by: over-doing, Let us examine 
particulars. '' i © 

SBcT, 21. J'ai: 


« The Principles whith are pretendetl to overthrow all right 
ſe of Common Senſe Vindicated. | 


AHHE firſt inſtance of thisnatureiis, that' /Charge tbid. 

4: \Catbokiehs withthis great Crime; "that they will noe 
allow the reading -Herttical Books, and prove my Charge, 
B 2 6 


Anfwer þ. 4» 


 AVindication of the Firft Part of 


becauſe God not only allows, But requires it, The Para- 


graph he refers to is in p. 3. of the Preſervative, in 
theſe words: 

Men of weak judgments, and who are not skilled in the 
Laws of Diſputation, may eafily be _ on by cunni 
Sophiſters, and ſuch as lie in wait to deceive : the Church 
of Rome s very 4 of this, and therefore will not 
fefeer ber People to diſpute their a or to read Hle- 
retical Books, nay not ſo much as to look into the Bible it 
fſe!f : Lut though we allow all this to our People, as that 
ich God not only aHows but: requires, &c. from hence 
he charges me with ſaying, that God wot only allows But 
requires People to read Heretical Books, But the honeſt 
Footman plainly told him, what the,meaning of ZHere- 
tical Baoks Was," that I'ſpoke the Language of their | 
Church, which cal's all Books Hereticat which are nor ' 
of the Rowan ſlamp : and this is all that I meant by it, 
as every honeſt Reader would fee... Does not he uſe the 
very-ſame way 'of ſpeaking himſelf in the fame;Para- 
graph, when he retorts this Crime upon us, that we 
uſe all endeavours to hinder our Flocks from hearing Ca- 
tholick, Sermons, and:reading Catholick Books, for are g- 
ny Chriſtians ſo-abſurd as:to forbid People to hear Ca- 
tholick Sermons, and to-read Catholick Books > No 
ſure, not what they think Catholick : and why may 
not T uſe Heretical, as well as he uſe Catholick in the 
ſenſe of the Church of Rome £ by Heretical meanin 
ſuch Books as the Chutclrof: Rome calls Heretical, as by 
Catholick he means ſuch, Books as the Church of Rome , 
calls Catholick ; for they are both equally Heretical and 
Catholick. 

. . But: he complains in, the: Preſervative Conſidered, 


7 p. 4 That he had asked three vety material Queſtions, 


the Feotman had not vouchſafed an Anſwer to 
them, 


\ 
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the Preſervative againf POPERT. * 
them, and I believe the Footman was in the right, for 
they deſerved none. Burt let us hear them, 7his (lays 
. he) ſeemed tome extravagant, not to ſay impious, and to 
all thoſe who have inherited from St. Paul that Faith to 
which he exatts ſo firm and unwavering an adherency, that 
if an Angel from Heaven ſhould teach us any thing in ops 
poſition to it, we ought not to mind him, or return Lim any 
other Anſwer than Anathema, Flow can, faid I, thi 
poſitive certainty ſtand with an obligation of reading He- 
retical Books which oppoſe that Faith, to frame by them, 
and ſettle a judgment. But now, if theſe Heretical Books 
do not oppoſe that Faith, which. was Preached by Sr. 
Paul, 1 hope, there was no need of anſwering this 
Queſtion ; and if the Catholick Books do, I would de- 
fire him. to Anſwer the Queſtion; and if there be a D'- 
ſpute depending, which. of them contradids St. Paal's 
Dottrine, I would deſire him to tell me, How we 
- ſhall know, which of them does it, without examining 
them? When we know theſe Books, which contradict 
St Pau/s DoQtrine, we will reje&t them with an Ana- 
thema, and for that reaſon we reje& the Council of 
Trent, whoſe Authority we think to be inferior to an 
Angels, and. that ſhews, that we do not think reject- 
ing and yet reading ſuch Books to make void common 
Senſe ; for though we reje& the Council of Trent, yet 
we read it, asthey find to their coſt. 

His next Queſtion ( or elſe I cannot make three of 
them ) is, By what Text doth God deliver this Injunition ? 
viz, of reading Heretical Books ; which-1n his Senſe of 
Heretical Books is a very ſenſeleſs Queſtion ; for no 
man pretends, that God. commands us to read Books, 
which we know to be Heretical ; though:-a man-who is 
inquiring after Truth, muſt read ſuch Books, as. the 
ſeveral divided Sets of Chriſtians may call Heretical. 

| But. 


A Vindication of the Fir$# Part of \ 
But his killing Queſtion is to..come. . 7 asted far- 
ther, How ſtanding to the firſt Principles of Common Senſe, 
a Church which declares all men hound to judge for them. - 
ſelves, could countenance Laws which exatt of Diffeuters, 
that they ſtand not to that their Fact, Out comply 
ainſt it, and that conſtrain their liberty of judging by 
the dread of Exceammunications, Sequeſtrations, -lmpri- 
ſomnents, &c: which is to make it Death not to.att againſt 
a ſtritt Duty of Conſcience, acknowledged by the: Perſecu- 

tors to be ſuch. E 7 X 

But what is this to reading Heretical Books ? 1s 
there any Law in the Church of England, thus to pus 
niſh men for reading Heretical Books? There is we 
know in the Church of Rome, where beſides other: He- 
xretical Books, to have and to read the Bible in the vul- 
gar Tongue without Licenſe, which is rarely granted, 
and ought not to be at all, brings a man in danger of 
the Inquiſition, which one word ſignifies more 'than 
any man can tell, but he who has felt it, witneſs the 
; date account of the Inquiſition of Goa. | 

Well, but to allow a liberty of Judging, and not to 
ſuffer men to ſtand to their Judgment, is contrary to 
Common Senſe :. It is fo, but who gives a liberty -of 
Judging, and forbids men to ſtand to their own Judg- 
ment ? I am ſure, the Church of Exg/and accounts any 
man a Knave, who contradifts his own Judgment and 
Conſcience. There is no Inquiſition for mens private 
Opinions, no ranſacking Confciences im the Chutch of 
England, as we know, where there is. 

. Yes! We conſtrain this liberty of Judging by the dread 
of Excommunications, Sequeſtrations, Impriſouments, Evx- 
clufion from the chiefeſt Properties of free born'Subjedts, 
even by Hanging and Quartering ; which 'is t& make 'it 
Death not to att againſt a flirit Duty of Conſcience, ac- 
knowledged 


the Preſervative againft POPERTYT. 


knowledged by the Perſecutors to be ſuch. It is a bleſſed 
time for theſe Jeſuits, who like that no body ſhould 
be able to Perſecute but themſelves, to rail at Perſecu- 
tion; but let that paſs. It ſeems then it is contrary 
to Common Senſe to allow a liberty of Judging, and to 
deny a liberty of PraQtice; for God, ſuppole, to al- 
low men.to chooſe their Religion, * and to Damn them, 
if they chooſe wrong. That. is to ſay, a Natural liber- 
ty of Judgment, and by the ſame reaſon, the Natyral li- 
berty of Will, is inconſiſtent with all Governmeat in 
Church and State : If this were fo, it would indeed 
make Perſecution. ( as he calls it ) in a free-judging 
Church very abſard, but it is very reconcileable to 
Common Senſe, for a Church which denies this liber- 
ty of Judging, to Perſecute too ; and this juſtifies the 
Perſecutions of the Church of Rome : Let Proteſtants 
here :ſee, if ſuch Jeſuits could rule. the Roaſt, what it 
will coſt them to part with their liberty of Judging; 
they looſe their Argument againſt Perſecution : for an 
Infallible Church which will-not ſuffer men to Judge, 
may with good Reaſon Perſecute them, if they do : 
that-all men, who like Liberty of Conſcience, are con» 
cerned to oppoſe Popery, which it ſeems is: the only 
Religion, that can make it reaſonable to Perſecute, 
nay, which makes it unreaſonable not to Perſecute, 
for it is as much againſt Common Senſe for a Church, 
which denies a liberty of Judging to allow a liberty of 
Conſcience, as for a Church to deny Liberty of 'Con-» 
ſcience, which allows a liberty of Judging. Thus far 
the Preſervatve is ſafe, and let his following Hara 
againſt the liberty of Judging ſhift. for it ſelf, that is 
not my buſineſs at preſent. 
His next Quarrel is, that ( Preſer. p. 4, 5.) I ad 
viſe Proteſtants not to diſpute with Papiſts, :i4 7 
FO 
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Arſwer, Þ4 diſown Infallibility. T1 own the charge, and repeat it 
 apain, that it is a ridiculous thing to diſpute with Pa- 


Piſts, till they renounce Infallibility, as that is oppoſed 
to a l.berty of Judging ; for ſo the whole Sentence runs: 
Here then let our Proteſtant fix his Foot, and not ſtir an 
inch, till they diſown __ and confeſs, that every 
man muſt Judge for himſelf in Matters of Religion, ac- 
cording to the Proofs, that are offered to him. This the 
Jeſuit either deſignedly concealed, or did not under: 
ſtand, though it is the whole deſign of that Diſcourſe : 
For the plain ſtate of the Caſe is this. The Church of 
Rome pretends to be Infallible, and upon this pretence 
the requires us to ſubmit to her Authority, and to re- 
ceive all the DoQrines ſhe teaches upon her bare Word, 
without Examination ; for we muſt not Judge for our 
ſelves, but learn from an Infallible Church : Now I 
ſay, it is a ridiculaus thing for ſuch men to pretend to 
Diſpnte with us about Religion, whea they will nor 
allow that we can judge what is true or falſe, for it is 
to no purpoſe to Diſpute, unleſs we can Judge ; and 
therefore a Proteſtant before he Diſputes with them, 
ought to exact this Conteſſion from then, that every 
man muſt Judge for himſelf, and ought not to be over- 
ruled by the pretended Infallible Authority of the 
Church againſt his own Senſe and Reaſon, and this is 
to make them diſown Infallibility, as far as that is Mat- 
ter of Controverſie between usand the Church of Rome, 
to diſown Infallibility as that is oppoſed to a liberty of 
Judging. If it be abſurd to Diſpute with a man, who 
denies me a liberty of Judging, then I muſt make 
him allow me this liberty before I Diſpute, and then 
he muſt diſown the over-ruling Authority of an Infal- 
lible Judge, which is a contradiction to ſuch a Liber- 
ty. 

By 
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By this time, I ſuppoſe, he ſees to what little pur- 

ſe his ObjeCtions are ; that to require ſuch a diſown- - 
ing of Infallibility, zs to ſay, '7rs impoſſible to comvince a 
wan that in Reaſon, he ought to ſubmit his Judgment to 
any other, though Tnfallible : No Sir | bur 'tis to fay, 
that I cannot make uſe of my Reaſon in any thing, till 
I am delivered from the Uſurping Authority of ſuch an 
Infallible Judge, who will not ſuffer me to uſe my Rea- 
ſon, or to Judge for my ſelf : It does not make woid the 
uſe of. Common Senſe and Reaſon, when it ſhould lead us 
to ſubmit to any jufF Authority ; but to ſubmit to ſuch 
an unjuſt Authority, makes void the uſe of Common 
Senſe and Reaſon, becauſe he will not allow us to uſe 
our Reaſon. The Fews had no Reaſon, as he pretends 
to reject St. Pau/'s Diſputation, till he had renounced 
Infallibility, becauſe he never urged his own Infallibi- 
lity, as the ſole Reaſon of their Faith, and to debar 
them from a liberty of Judging, as the Church of Rome 
does 3 if he had, it had been as vain a thing for the 
Jews to have Diſputed with St. Paul, as it is for Pro- 
teſtants to Diſpute with Papiſts. 

His next Exception is againſt thoſe Words, (Pref.p.6.) 
What difference is there betwxit mens uſing their private 
Fudgments to turn Papiſts, or to turn Proteſtants? To 
this he anſwers, The ſame as betwixt two ſick men, the 
one whereof chooſes to put himſelf in an able Doftors hands, 
whom he knows to have an infallible Remedy, ( which 
none but Mountebanks ever had yet ) wh1lst the other 
chooſes his own Simples, and makes his own Medicines. 

The caſe isthis ; I was giving a reaſon, why Papiſts, 
who have any modeſty ſhould not diſpute with Prote- 
ſtants, becauſe it is an appeal to every man's private 
judgment : if ever they make Converts, they mui be be- 
holden to every man's private judgment for it, for I think 

C | 
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A Vindication of the Firft Part of 
men cannot change their opinions , without exerciſing a 
private jadyment about it ; and I ſuppoſe when they 
diſpute with men to make them Papiſts, they intend to 
convert them by their own private judgments : now 
what difference is there between mens uſing their private 
Judgments to turn Papiſts or to turn Proteſtants £ one 
ondeed may be falſe, and the other true , but private 
judgment is private judgment ſtill ; and if it be ſo great 
a fault for men to uſe their private judgments, it u .45 
great a fault in a Papift, as it s in a” Proteſtant. So 
that all that I ſaid is, that there is no difference with 
reſpe& to mens uſing their private judgment; whe- 
ther they uſe their private judgment to turn Papifts, 
or to turn Proteſtants, for both is but private- jade: 
ment ; and to'confute this, he tells us; that thick 

great difference between turning Papift, and turnitis 
Proteſtant, which I granted there was ; but is nothing 
to the preſent Argument. I ſay, there is no difference 
as to the principle or cauſe of their change, when the 
change of both is owing to private judgment, arid he 
learnedly proves, that the change irielt 1s different, as 
widely different, as Papiſt and Proteſtant differ. But 
though the Footman had plamly told him this, the Je- 
ſite had nct wit to underſtand it, andtherefore (Pre- 
ſervative Conſid. p. 11.) adds, is there no difference then 
betwixt one, who follows his fancy in chufing his way, © and 
him who chuſes a good guide, and follows him, becaaſe they 
both chuſe £ do both equally rely on their fancy 2 I grant, 
there is a difference between theſe two, as there 1s be- 
tween a Proteſtant and a Papiſt ; but when thediſpute 
is, whether they ſhall follow their own reaſon and 
judgment, or give up themſelves to follow a Guide 
with a blind and implicite faith, and every man muſt 
determine this by his own private judgment, which is 
: the 


the Preſervative agzinfÞ POPERT. 
the caſe T propoſed, which way fo ever they determine 
this queſtion, whether to follow their own reaſon, or 
to follow a Guide, in this point, they both equally rely 
on their own private reaicn, and judgment, or as he 
calls it, fancy. 

In the next place he ſays, 7 rake the Catholicks part, 
and tho' faintly, yet ſpeak well in ſo clear a cauſe. The 
intention of thoſe Diljutes only to lead you to the in- 
fallible Church, and ſet you upon a Rock, and then it is 
very natural to renounce your own judgment , when you 
have an infalible Guide, This I do alledge as the moſt 
plauſible pretence to juſtific Papiſts in diſputing with 
Proteſtants, that the end of it is to lead us to an in- 


fallible Church. That our own judgment mufF bring prſwe. yp. g. 


us to the infallible Guide, but when we have found him, 
we have no farther uſe for our own judgment. 

I offered two Anſwers to this, neither of which he 
durſt meddle with, but nibbles at a Paſſage in each, 

The 1. he thus repreſents, they cannot with any ſenſe 
diſpute with us about the particular Articles of Faith, 
becauſe the ſenſe given of Scripture and Fathers takes its 
Authority from the Church underſtanding it ſo. 

But my Anſwer was this; That if Diſputes be only 
to lead us to the infallible Church, then #t puts an end 
to all the particular Diſputes of Religion between us and 
| the Church of Rome: We may diſpute on about an infal- 

lible Fudge, but they cannot with any ſenſe diſpute with 
us about the particular Articles of Faith, ſuch as Tran« 
ſubſtantiation, the Sacrifice of the Maſs, &c. for theſe 
are to be learnt only from the Church, and cannot be pro- 
ved by Scripture or Fathers without the Authority of the 
Church. Which is a demonſtration it Faith muſt be 
reſolved into the infallible Authority of the Church, 
for then no Arguments are a ſufficient foundation for 
C 2 Faith 
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A Vindication of the Fir$t Part of * 
Faith without the Authority of the Church, or if they 
be, there is no neceſſity of reſolving our Faith into - 
Church Authority, becauſe we have a good foundation 
for Faith without it. 

He anſwers, This i falſe. The ſenſe (of Scripture) 
takes its authority from God. who ſpoke that Word, though 
we are certain, that we have the true ſenſe of that Word, 
becauſe we receive it from the Church, which u protefted 
and guided in delivering us both the letter and ſenſe, by 
the infallible Spirit of God, that is to abide with. her for 
ever, according to Chriſt's promiſe, John 14. 16. 

This is a choice Paragraph. The Queſtion between 
us is, Whether they can by Scripture convince a man, 
who does not yet believe the infallible Authority of 
the Church, as we Proteſtants do not, that their Do- 
Qrines of Tranſubſtantiation, the Sacrifice of the Maſs, 
the Worſhip of Images, &c. are true Goſpel-Do@rines : 
This I fay they cannot, if they be true to their own 
Do&trine, that we cannot be certain, what the true 
ſenſe of Scripture- is , without the infallible *Autho- 
rity of the Church of Rome. For a man cannot 
be convinced by Scripture, till he be ſure, what the 
true ſenſe of Scripture 1s, and if we cannot be ſure 
of this without relying on the Authority of the Church 
in expounding Scripture, then a Proteſtant, who dif- 
owns ſuch an Authority, can never be ſure, what the 
true ſenſe of Scripture 1s, and therefore cannot be con- * 
vinced by Scripture-Proofs, which ſhews how abſurd it 
is for a Papiſt, who profeſſes to believe all this, ro at- 
tempt to perſwade a Proteſtant who reje&ts the Au- 
thority of their Church, of the truth of Popiſh Do- 
Arines from Scripture : either he thinks theſe DoCtrines 
ſo plainly contained in Scripture, that a man, who re- 
jects the Authority of the Church, may be forced to 
acknow- 
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acknowledge, that they are in Scripture, and then he 

muſt reje& the neceſſity of Church- Authority for the 

underſtanding of Scripture, which is to yield up a 

very concerning point to Proteſtants ; or elſe he muſt 

confeſs, that he does very fooliſhly or knaviſhly in ur- 

ging Scripture-Proots to a man, who rejeCts the Au- 

thority of their Church , without which he knows 

there are no Scripture-Proofs of any Authority. 

But this, which was the true ſtate of the Controver- 
ſie, the Jeſuite takes no notice of ; all that he fays is 
this: That the ſenſe of Scripture takes its Authority 
from God, that is, is ultimately reſolved into God's 
Authority, who intended ſuch a ſenſe in it, bur as to 
Catholicks, (for ſuch he muſt mean) their certainty 
of the ſenſe of Scripture is reſolved immediately into 
the Authority of the Church, which is guided in ex- 
pounding Scripture by an infallible Spirit: Now is not 
this the very ſame, that I fail, that all Scripture-Proofs 
muſt be reſolved into the Authority of the Church, 
and are not good without it, as it is impoſſible they 
ſhould be, if we cannot certainly know, what the true 
ſenſe of Scripture is , but from the Expoſition of 
the Charch. And yet if the Church of Rome be no 
more infallible in ——— the ſenſe of Scripture, than 
in delivering the letter of it, there is no great encou- 
ragement to rely on her infallibility : as is evident 
from the many Corruptions of their Vulgar Latine, 
which one Pope corre&ed after another, and yet it is 
not correed ſtill ; that it was a little over-ſight in this 
Jeſuite, (though poſſibly he — of the mat- 
' ter) to make the Church equally infallible in deli- 
vering the letter and the ſenſe of Scripture. 

But.to do him right, he ſeems to offer at —_—_— 
of ſenſe in his diſpute between Fohs and Wiliam, whic 
is 
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is the right way to a place. For, ſays he, z John drf- 
abled from convincing William of his miſtake by reaſons, 
becauſe be hath with him a Guide who certainly knows 
the way, and that he himſelf would certainly paſs by thoſe 
reaſens, if his Guide aſſured him, that he applied them ill 
and wrongly to that way. This has ſomething of ar- 
gument 1n it, and therefore ſhall be conſidered, and I 
am glad to meet with any thing, that deſerves'to be- 
conſidered. ' 

The ſum of his Argument (which I ſhall repreſent - 
fairly for him, becauſe he has not ſhewn it to the beſt 
— is this. That Roman-Catholicks have two 
ways of finding out the ſenſe of Scripture, either by 
the uſe of Reaſon, or by the Expoſitions of an infallible 
Guide : but that Reaſon muſt be ſubordinate to the 
Guide, and if Reaſon difates one ſenſe of Scripture, and 
the Church teaches another, Reaſon muſt ſubmit, and 
a true Catholick muſt embrace the-ſenſe of the Church, 
though it be againſt his Reaſon ; but yet if Reaſon, 
and his Guide be both of a fide, and he can prove by 
Reaſon, that to be the true ſenſe of Scripture, which 
the Church gives of it, he may then wave the Autho- 
rity of the Church, when he diſputes with thoſe, who 
reje&t ſuch Authority, and argue from the reaſons of 
things, and the natural interpretation of Scripture it 
ſelf, As Fohy may convince Wiliam, who refs the 
infallibility of Fohx's Guide, which is the true way by 
plain reaſon, while his reaſon is not contradigeed by his 
Guide: and if our Jeſuite can make more of this Ar- 

ument himſelf, let him. T am ſure he has ſpoiled it 
y repeating it in his Preſerv. Confider. p. 11. John 
is not diſabled of convincing William of his miſtake, be- 
cauſe he receives the ws. he uſes from an infallible 
Guide, Where he has ſet it upon another bottom, and 
| a very 
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a very filly one for his purpoſe : for if the force of his 
Reaſons be reſolved into the Authority of an infallible 
Guide, it is all loſt to him, who difowns the infallibili- 
ty of the Guide: or if he means, that Johy is taught 
ſuch Reaſons by an infallible Guide, as are able by 
their own evidence to convince W;4iam without any 
regard to the infallibility of the Guide, we deſire no 
more than to ſee ſuch Reaſons, and to be left to judge 
for our ſelves; but this ends in a Proteſtant Reſolution 
'of Faith, for every man to judge for himſelf according 
to the evidence of Reaſon, which in it ſelf is neither 
more nor leſs evident, for being propoſed or learnt 
from a fallible or infallible Guide. And yet by what 
follows, he can mean no more, but that the Authority 
of an infallible Judge muſt over-rule every Man's pri- 
vate Reaſon ; for he appeals to the learned Gentlemen of 
. the. Temple, hoping they will joyn with him maintaining 
againft their Maſter, that all the Fudges of the Land 
may very reaſonably corvince by Law an impertinent 
Party, though he ſhould oppoſe, that they may wot do it, 
becauſe their interpretation of the Law is to deliver the- 
-trae ſenſe of it. Which is glorious Nonſence, that all 
the Judges of the Land can convince a man, who is 
not convinced, but declares ſtill, that they have not 
given the true ſenſe of the Law. In all Civil Cauſes 
there maſt be a final judgment, and every private 
man muſt ſubmit to the deciſion of Authority, whe-- 
ther his own reaſon be ſatisfied or not ; bur it is not- 
ſo in matters of Religion, in which no man at the pe- 
ril of his Soul muſt be over-ruled by any Authority, . 
till he be firſt convinced. So that the Jeſuite had ſaid 
a good thing by chance, but for want of underſtanding 
it, had loſt it again; and any man may ſee, that 
could as eaſily have loſt it, as he, had I a mind to = 

ut 
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but T will not part with it without an Anſwer, becauſe 
it is the moſt plauſible thing, that can be ſaid, and - 
ſibly other men may underſtand it, who can't anſwer 
it, though he don't. 

His Argument then as firſt propoſed is this, That 
they allow of Reaſon in expounding Scripture, fo 
long as they do not contradiCt the Senſe and Expoſi- 
tion of the Church; and therefore they may diſpute 
with Hereticks from Scripture , without concern- 
ing the Authority of the Church in the diſpute. Now 
in anſwer to this, there are ſome material Queſtions to 
be asked. As, 

1. Whether they can diſpute with Profeſtants by 
Scripture-Arguments without allowing them to judge 
of the ſenſe of Scripture by their own private Rea- 
ſon ? and whether this be agreeable to the DoQrme of 
the Church of Rome, that every man may judge of the 
ſenſe of Scripture by his own private Reaſon ? 

2. Whether the Scripture be ſo plain and perſpicu- 
ous, eſpecially in the DoQrines in diſpute between us 
and the Church of Rome, that every honeſt impartial 
Inquirer may find the true ſenſe of them without an in- 
fallible Interpreter 2 if they be, I think, they never 
ought to talk of the obſcurity of Scripture, nor the 
neceſſity of an infallible Judge more ; if they be not, 
and if they know, that they are not, then they know 
before hand, that the evidence of Scripture alone is not 
ſufficient to convince a Proteſtant, who rejeAs an in- 
fallible Judge , and then it is a ſenſleſs thing for 
them to attempt the proof of ſuch Doftrines by Scri- 
pure. Good Catholicks are ſatisfied with the Authori- 
ty of the Church, and Hereticks who reje@ ſuch an in- 
fallible Authority, cannot be confuted and convinced 
by meer Scripture, 
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| 3+ I ask again, Whether the evidence of Reaſon in ex- 
pounding Scripture be a ſufficient Foundation for a Di- 
vine Faith? if it be, then Proteſtants, who diſown an In- 
fallible Judge, may have a true Divine Faith without the 
Infallibility of the Church, and then we may be true Be- 
lievers without being Reman-Catholicks ; and I ſhould be 
glad to hear that out of the mouth of & Feſuite, for there 
1s good uſe to be made of ſuch a confeſſion : if Scripture 
as expounded by Reaſon without an Infallible Judge is not 
a ſufficient Foundation for a Divine Faith, then to what 
end does their diſputing with Proteſtants from Scripture 
ſerve, if this cannot make them true Believers. 

4. Task once more, Whether the beliefof the Scriptures 
themſelves muſt not be reſolved into the Authority of the 
Church 2 whether any man can believe the Scriptures to 
be the Word of God without it ? it they cannot (and I 
would be glad to hear the Jeſuite fay they can) then I am 
ſure the Scripture is no proof of any thing without the 
Churches Authority, and it is an abſurd thing tor thoſe 
who think ſo to diſpute from Scripture againſt thoſe who 
deny the Authority of the Church. 

Front hence I thiak, it evidently appears, that the Au- 
thority of the Scriptures, and the Authority of the Church, 
are not two diſtin Arguments in the Church of Rome, 
for then grant, they might uſe either way of proof, and 
diſpute from Scripture againſt thoſe, who deny the Au- 
thoriry of the Church; but if the Authority of the Scri- 
pture as to us is reſolved into the Authority of the Church, 
then the Scripture alone is no Argument, but the Autho- 
rity of the Church is all. Whereforedo you believe 
the Scripture 2 Becauſe the Church tells me it is ghe Word 
of God ; Wherefote do you believe this to be the ſenſe of 
Scripture ? Becauſe the Church ſo expounds it : Is not 
this the true Reſolution of the Rowan Faith 2 Is this Mit 
repreſenting too ? But if it be the truth, does not every 
D man 
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man ſee, that as to us the Scripture has no Authority, no 
ſenſe, but from the Church, and therefore can prove no- 
thing ſeparated from the Authority of the Church, 

It they allow of any Proofs from Scripture ſeparated 
- from the Authority of the Charch, then whether they 
will or no, they muſt allow of the Proteſtant Reſolution 
of Faith ; that 1s, to reſolve my Faith into the Authority 
of the Scriptures, as expounded with the beſt reaſon and 
judgment I have, in the careful uſe of all fuck means, as 
are neceſlary for the underſtanding that Holy Book : now 
if they will allow this to be a good Reſolution of Faith, 
we will allow of all their Scripture-proofs, and give them 
leave to make us Converts to the Church of Rome by 
Scripture, if they can : but if they do allow of this, then 
we Proteſtants are in a very good way already as to the 
Reſolution of our Faith, and ſo that Controverſie is at an 
end; and if they will not allow this, then they confeſs, 
that Scripture-proofs of themſelves are not good, for if 
they were, we might certainly reſolve our Faith as Pro- 
teſtants do, immediately into the Authority of Scripture. 

And thus much for Fohy and William and the Infallible 
Guide ; if John has any Reaſons independent cn the Autho- 
rity of his Guide, he may then try his skill upon W://iam, 
who rejets his Guide, but if all his other Reaſons are 
reſolved into the Authority of his Guide, and are no good 
Reaſons without it, then he may ſpare his Reaſons till he 
has made William ſubmit to his Guide. And this is the ' 
caſe between the Scripture and the Church, in the Church 
of Rome : the Scripture wholly depends both for its Autho- 
rity and Interpretation on the Authority of the Church, 
and therefore can ſignifie nothing and prove nothing, but 
what the Church makes it ſignifie and prove. The Scri- 
ptures may be ſuppoſed to be the Word of God, and to 
have fome ſenſe antecedent to the Churches Authority , 
Beds aan ao ar << 
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fore as to us both the Authority and Interpretation of the 
Scripture depends upon the Authority of the Church, and 
is no Argument, to prove any thing by itſelf. | 
But I cannot paſs on without taking notice of a pleaſant 
Anſwer the Feſuite gives to a very ſubſtantial Argument 
of ' the: Footman, To prove that at leaſt ſome Do&trines 
of the Church of Rome by their own confeſſion, cannot be 
proved by Scripture without the Authority of the Church, 
he ſhews that Perrus de Alliaco, Scotus, and Touſtal do 
confeſs, - that Tranſubſtantiation is not founded upon any 
neceſſary Scripture-proofs, but on the Authority of the 
Church, for the Scripture might, and that very reaſona- 
bly too, be expounded to another ſenſe, had not the Church 
determined otherwiſe. Now what does the Feſuite ſay 
to this? 1. He prevericates like a Feſuite in repeating 


the Argument, That the Words of Scripture brought in proof priſwroative 
of Tranſubſtantiation might be taken in a difſerent ſenſe from Conſidered, 
that which the Catholick Church hath ever received and deli. © * 


wvered; and that had not the Church ever taught that ſenſe, 
one might believe otherwiſe, for all the letter of Scripture : 
for the Authors alledged by the Footman do not lay, as 
the Feſuite makes them, 'that the Catholick Church hath 
ever received and delivered that ſenſe of Tranſubſtantiation, 
which the Church of Rome now teaches ; but 7onſtal ex- 
preſly declares the contrary in the words there cited, That 
it was free for all men, till the Council of Lateran to follow 
their own conjeftures as concerning the manner of the Preſence. 
Which ſuppoſes, that this DoCtrine was never determined 
by.the Church till the Council of Lateran, and therefore 
not ever received, and delivered, and taught by the Catho- 
lick Church, 2. In a Parentheſfis he adds, how truly (this 
-is faidof the Catholick Divines, that they did affirm this) 
it belongs not to my preſent purpoſe : very truly ſaid, it is 
not-to his purpoſe, - but very much againft it : but if he 
means, that he was not concerned to know, whether 
7% D 2 | theſe 
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theſe paſſages are truly cited from theſe Authors, it ſeems 
he is not concerned to defend his Argument, for that is 
very much concerned in it, it is a plain confeſſion he had 
nothing to ſay, and therefore would not be conce rned a- 
bout it : and will our Learned Feſuite confeſs,that he is ſo 
ignorant as not to know that this was ſaid by Petrw de - 
Alliaco, Scotus, and Touſtal ? or will he fo eaſily give up 
ſuch men as theſe, and ket the ingenious Footmay runaway 
with them and his Argument together. 

3. He anſwers, /et it be ſo; but what follows bere ? 
But the neceſſity of an unerring Interpreter > What follows ? 
why it follows, that they cannot prove Tranſubſtantiati- 
on from Scripture without the Authority of the Church, 
and conſequently that it is not Scripture but their Church 
they rely on for the proof of their Dodrines, which is the 
thing the Footman intended to prove by it,and has done it 
effettually : but how an anerring Interpreter follows from 
hence, I cannot ſee, unleſs it beto prove that to be in Scri- 
pture, which the moſt ſearching and inquiſitive men can» 
not find there : and this indeed 1s the true uſe of an uner- 
ring Interpreter in the Church of Rome, to impoſe upon 
mens Faith to. believe that to be in Scripture, which no 
man can ſee there ; for what men can ſee there, one 
would think they might believe to be there, without as 
wnerring Interpreter, As for what he adds, that the Ari- 
ans gave as natural a ſenſe of 1 Fohn 5. 7, 8. as the Ca» 
tholicks did, is to be anſwered at preſent only with abbor- 
rence and deteſtation. But to proceed. 

In the next place, to ſhew them, how abſurd it is to di- 
ſpute even about an infallible Judge, I dire& our Prote- 
ſtant to ask them,Whether the belief of an Infallible Jadge | 
muſt be reſobved into every mas's prroate jud, g 
ther it be not neceſſary to believe thu with a Divine Faith 2 
And whether there can be any Divine Faith without an /w- 
fallible Judge > To this the Jeſuite anſwers (df. p. 4) 
re 
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There can be no Divine Faith without a Divine Revelation, 


wor a prudent one without a Moral Evidence in the Motives 
of Credibility, on which may be grounded the evident obliga- 
- tion to accept it. This he calls a Moral Iofallibility, and 
ſhews by what ſteps, iz may faſten on Gods Veracity, and 
with a _ſubmiſſion'not capable of any doubt, embrace the re- 
vealed Trath, Now all this amounts to no more than 
Proteſtant certainty, void of alldoubt, which the Church 
of Rome would never yet allow to be. a Divine and In- 
fallible Faith. But what-is this to my Queſtion? Which 
was not, Whether a Divine Faith required a Divine Re- 
velation, 'but whether there can be any Divine Faith with- 
out an Infallible Fudge which it ſeems, he durſt not own, 
nor ſay one word to. And yet here lay the force of the 
Argument, as I told him,in the ſame place, f we muſt be- 
lieve the Infallibility of the Pope or Church of Rome, with 
an infallible Faith,” there.is an end of Diſputing ; for no Rea- 
ſons or Arguments, not the Authority f tbe Scripture itſeif 
(which I hope he means. by his Divine Revelation) with- 
out an _—_— Fudge, canbeget an Infallible Faith,. accord. 
ing to the Roman Doftors. - For this Reaſon they charge the 
Proteſtant Faith with' uncertainty, and will not allow it to 
be a Divine, but Humane. Faith, theogh it is built upan the 
firmeſt Reaſons, the. beſt Authority, and the moſt expreſs Scri- 
pture, that can be had for any thing ; but becauſe we do not 
pretend to rely upon the authority of a living infallible judge, 
forſooth , oar Faith is uncertain , bumane , and fallible. 
This he knew to be true, and yet knew, that he could gut 
build the belief of an Infallible Judge upon the authority 
of an Infallible Judge, unleſs he could find one Infallible 
Fudge togive teſtimony tothe Infallibility of another,and 
a third togive teſtimony to the ſecond, .and thus to dance 
round in a circle of Infallibility, without finding any be- 
ginning or end ; and therefore he ſlips this pretence of an 
latallible Judge, and would found. a Divine Faith upon re- 
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velation, or prudential motives of credibility , -which in- 
deed is to quit Infallibility,and to take up witha Proteſtant 
moral certainty, or moral infallibility as he calls it, that he 
may retain the nameat leaſt, when the thing is/loft. -- © -. 
+ Nay, he gives a ſubſtantial Reaſon againſt an Tnfalli; 
ble Faith of the Churches Infallibility. 'For if the Ifalli- 
bility of the Church were more than Morally Evident, it 
were impoſſible, that any Herefie ſhould be, the wileſt word, 
that: he has faid yet, but I ihall make him repent of fay- 
ing it, before T have done ; for this is an evident demon- 
ſtration againſt Infallibility. | 

He fays, we can have no more than a Moral Evidence 
for the Infallibility of the Church 5, and-if this be true; and 
our Faith be founded upon the Authority of the Chrarch; 
then-we catr have no more than a'Moral Evidence for the 
Truth of the Chriſtian Religion, or :any Article of -it : 


for as 1 argued in that very place. . Though the Fudge be 
Infallible, if I be not infallibly- aſſured of this, (if 1 have. 


only a'Moral Evidence of hisInfallibility) / can. never 
arrive to Infallibility in*any thing\ ( or eannever per higher 
than a Moral Certainty ) for /-can never be more vertain, 
that his Determinations are Infallible, then Þ am, that he 
kimſelf is 4 yarns and if 'T have but & moral aſſurance 

this, I can be bat morally aſſured of the reſt, for the Build- 
ing cannot be more firm than the Foundation is ; and thus 


there is an end to all the Roman Pretences to Infallibility. _ 


Though heſlipt this at firſt Reading, I hope he may judge 
it worth Anſwering upon ſecond Thoughts. 


But how he will-get rid of- his own Reaſon, I cannot | 


gueſs, if the Infallibility bf the Church were more than Me. 
rally Evident,it were impoſſible, that any Herefies ſhould be : 
by which he either means, that de fatto the Being of He- 
reſies in the World is a ſenſible Argument, that there is 
no Infallible aſſurance of the Infallibility of the Church ; 
for an Infallible Proof cannot be reſiſted, and then all - 
Wor 
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World muſt believe the Churches Infallibility, and give up 
themſelves to the Diretions of the Church, and then 
there could be no Hereſies : or elſe his meaning is, that 
ſince there muſt be Hereſfies in the World, as the Apoſtle 
tells us, therefore God has given us no more than a Moral 
Evidence of the Infallibility of the Church ; becauſe an 
Infallible aſſurance of this would have prevented all He- 
reſies, which God, it ſeems, for very wiſe Reaſons, did 
not intend thus irreſiſtibly to prevent. 

Now rightly to underſtand this Matter, I would deſire 
to know why they ſay God: has beſtowed Infallibility on: 
the Church 2 Was it-not toprevent Hereſies and Schiſms 2 
Is not this the Popiſh ObjeCtion againſt rhe Proteſtant 
Reſolution of Faith, that for want of an Infallible Guide 
men fall into Errors and Hereſies, and divide and diſturb 
the Peace of the Church with Schiſms? Is not this the 
great Reaſon they urge for the-neceſlity of an-Infallible 
Guide to prevent all Hereſies and Schiſms? and yet now 
it ſeems, there muſt be no more than a Moral Evidence 
for the Infallibility of the Church, that there may be 
Hereſies : How often have .they been told by Proteſtant 
Divines, that if God intend-an Infallible Judge to prevent 
all Hereſies, the Being of .an Infallible Judge ought to 
be as evident and demonſtrable, as that there is a Sun in 
the Heavens , that all men might ſee him , and believe 
him : and now they tell us, This Infallible Judge muſt 
not be thus Evident, that men might not-know him, that 
there may be room for Hereſies to creep into the World. 
Now methinks it is pretty odd, that thereſhould be an In- 
fallible Judge to keep Hereſies out of the Church, and 
that the Being of this Judge ſhould be no more than Mo- 


rally Evident, that Hereſies may creep into the Church. 


It ſeems the Romiſh Reſolution: of Faith leaves as great 
Scope for Hereſies to come into the Church, as the Pro- 
teſtants does, and therefore from henceforward, all the 
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Arguments for Infallibility from the neceſſity of keepi 
Hereſies out of the Church, are given up ; and they muſt 
never more obje& againſt the Proteſtant Rule of Faith, 
that by this means Herefies get into- the Church. His 
Argument, I confeſs, concludes fully againſt any Infal. 
lible Certainty of an Infallible Judge; and the reaſon is 
to the full as good againit an Infalhble Judge, as againſt 
an lnfallible way ot knowing, that there is one, And 
now fince I cannor be” Infallibly aſſured of this Infallible 
Judge, I will trouble my head no further about him, and 
therefore leave his Preſervative Confidered, p. 13, &c. 
ro any Footman that pleaſes to anſwer it. | 

His next Obje&ion is much of the {ame nature. That 
Proteſtants cannot reaſonably be diſputed into Popery, as 
that ſignifies, reſolving our Faith into the infallible Au 
thority of the Church to believe whatever the Church be- 
lieves, and for mo other reaſon , but becauſe the Church 
teaches it, and the reaſon, whereby I proved it, is, becauſe 
no Arguments or Diſputations can groe me an infallible cer- 
tainty of the infallibility of the Church. And this he has 
juit now granted, that we cannot have an infallible cer- 
rainty, but only a moral evidence for the infallibility of 
the Church, and it there can be no more rhan a moral! 
evidence for this, then no Arguments can give us an in- 
fallible certainty of it, becauſe this cannot be had, And 
what has he to fay now ? a very ſhrewd ObjeRion I af- 
fure you, and it is this: We ſaw Dr. Sherlock ji? now . 
pleading for the Jews againft St. Paul, (that I have ac- 
counted for already) now he reaſons again? Chriſt our God, 
bleſſed for ever more. His words prove that Chriſt, who 
owned himſelf infallible, did imprudently to Preach or work 
Miracles ; for fince they could not give an infallible certainty, 
(an evident one be means by his whole Diſcourſe) wo pru- 
dent Jew, nor Gentile, could be diſputed by him into Faith, 
Thoſe who correfted his firſt Paper for him, -_s 
they 
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they have done in ſeveral places, as being ſenſible the 
Footman had great advantage of his lovie way of Wri- 
ting, have made ſome Alterations here inthe Preſervative þ. 
Conſidered, p. 24. This Poſition proving, that Chriſt our 
Lord, who owned himſelf infallible, did imprudently to 
Preach or work Miracles, by which he exafted a certain 
firm Faith grounded upon bis Infallibility in Teaching : for 
fince bis Preaching and Miracles did not give an evident in- 
fallible certainty of his Infallibility, (and ſuch an evident 
oe Dr. Sherlock muſt mean, for the certainty we have of 
a real Infallibility cannot be in reality fallible) no prudent 
Jew or Gentile could be diſputed by Chriſt into Faith. This 
is expreſſed with greater art and ſubtilty than the firſt, 
but however they palliate it, it is equally abfurd and 
ſenſleſs. The Fallacy lies only in this, that by a infall:- 
ble certainty, they will have me mean only a certain firm 
faith, or an evident certainty , whereas I plainly mean 
ſuch an infallible certainty, as the Church of Rowe oppo- 
ſes to the certain firm faith, and evident certainty of Pro» 
teſtants. 

The ,Papiſts perpetually obje& againſt Proteſtants, that 
their Faith is uncertain ; we aſſert, that our Faith is not 
uncertain ; that we have all the evident certainty, that 
| the thing is capable of : but this will not fatisfic them, 
unleſs we can produce fome ſuch infallible certainty, as 
they pretend to have ; and by this Argument they per- 
ſwade men to forſake our Communion, and to go over to 
the Church of Rowe, that they may have the certainty 
of Intallibility for their Faith : This I tell our Proteſtants, 
they cannot be diſputed into, becauſe no Reaſons or 
Diſputations can give them an infallible certainty of the 
Infallibility of the Church, and yet unleſs they can be in- 
fallibly aſſured of that, they are no nearer to Infallibility 
inthe Church of Rome, than in the Church of Erg/and : 
now had our Jeſuite read this, as he ought to have done 
betore 
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before he anſwered it, had it been poſſible for him had he 


_ Not been a Jeſuite, to have faid, that by infallible, T meant © 


evident 2 for we Proteſtants pretend to evident certainty, 
and this we have, and Jews and Gentiles might have of 
Chriſt's Preaching and Miracles, and when I oppoſed this 
Infallible Certainty co Proteſtant Certainty, ſurely 1 
meant as much more by it then Evident as Papiſts do, 
when notwithſtanding all our Proteſtant Evidence, they 
charge us with the want of Tnfallibility. And yet for 
ought I can perceive now, they are contented to let 
Evident Certainty paſs for Infallible, and the CorreQtor of 
F. Sabran's Sheet has given us a notable reaſon tor it, for 
which Proteſtants are bound to thank him, for he has 
made them all infallible. For the certainty we have of a 
real Tnfallibility cannot be in reality fallible. That is to 
ſay, when the Obje& is infallibly true , our Faith or 
Aſſent' to it , cannot be faHlible : and thus before they 
can prove us Proteſtants to be fallible Creatures any 
more, they muſt prove, that what we-beheve, w7z. the 
Holy Scriptures, and the Apoſtles Creed, are not 1nfalli- 
bly true. Though I thought the Infallibikty of Faith had 
not been owing -to the Obje& of our Faith, 'but to the 
Evidence of it. | 

This the Footman plainly ſaw, and therefore minds him 
of the difference between True Certainty and Tfallibili- 
ty. Doth Dr. Sherlock ſay, that the Jews could not be di- 
ſputed into Faith, unleſs that Faith were infallible > No, he 
leaves that to be talked of by you, who are the great Pre- 
tenders to it. The Jeſuite 1s very angry at the Reverend 
Licenſer for this. What do you own, that we only are to look 
on the Faith even as preached by Chriff, to be neceſſarily in- 
fallible Is it no part of your belief that Fn are any way 
concerned in, that that certain Faith which Chrift exafted 
from the Jews, St. Paul from each Chriſtian, muff of neceſ- 
fity be infallible £ Fair and fofily ! we believe, — 
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Chriſt and St. Pau taught to be infallibly true, but we 
know, that a fallible Creature, as all private Chriſtians at q 
leaſt are, cannot believe with an infallible Faith ; that is, 
no man, who knows himſelf fallible, though he may be 
very certain of what he believes, can fay he is infallible 
in his Faith, unleſs there be a Divine Promiſe, that he 
ſhall never err ; for if he benot infallible, hecan be infal- 
lible in nothing. Proteſtants believe/Chriſt ro be an in- 
fallible Teacher, and the Chriſtian Faith to be infallibly 
true, and this they believe with all the firmneſs and cer- 
tainty of aſſent ; but this is not, 'what-the Church of , 
Rome uſed to call Infallibility, though the Jeſuite (if it be 
not meer want of underftanding im him) ſcems to be 
hammering outa new notion of Iatallibility ; but it is but 
a rude and imperfe& Embryo yet, we ſhall ſee, what they 
will-make of it in time. 

And here I find my ſelf obliged to look a little back- 
wards, to ſee how he ſtates the Churches Infallibility, for 
' he mightily complains of Proteſtant Miſrepreſentations Preſervat.Con- 
about 1t. Hm 

Our Guide then, he tells us, is the Catholick Church, either 
diffuſrve in its whole extent, (that is, as it contains or ſig- 
nifies the whole number of Chriſtians all the World over) 
or repreſentative in its Head and Biſhops, the Pope and a 
General Council. The Church diffufrue , or the whole 
number of Chriſtians on Earth, is moſt certainly the true 
notioggof the Catholjck Church on Earth; is that Church, 
to which, moſt of the Promiſes made to The Church in 
Scripture, are made ; but how this Church diff::/rve ſhould 
be our Guide, wants to be explained : if the Church diffu- 
ſive, or the whole number of Chriſtians, is the Guide, who 
isto be guided, unleſs the Guide is to be a Guide only to 
himſelf : However, I hope then every particular Chriſtian 
will be allowed a private judgment of his own ; for the 
Church diffuſive will be a very ſtrange Guide, if it cannot 
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uſe its own reaſon and judgment ; and how the whole, 


 @ Which conſiſts of all particular Chriſtians, ſhould judge 


for itſelf, when no particular Chriſtian- muſt judge, is 
ſomewhat myſterious : that is, that all Chriſtians muſt 
judge, and yer none muſt judge. Burt I will not diſpute 
with him about this, but whenever he will colle& the 
Votes of the Church diffufive, or of all the Chriſtians 
in the World., I promiſe to ſubſcribe to their Defini- 
tions 

The Repreſentative Church, is the Flead and Biſhops, the 
Pope and a General Conncil, I thought, the Pope in Je- 
ſuits Divinity, had been the Church virtxai, and a Gene. 
ral Council the Church repreſentative. But I have in a 
hte Diſcourſe proved, that the Pope is not the Head of 
the Catholick Church, nor a Council of Biſhops the re. 
preſentative of it, and he may try his skill upon it, when 
he pleaſes. | % 
| Now it ſeems, the Church diffuſive has the keeping of 
the general faith of Chriſtians, firſt recetved from Chriſt and 
' his Apoſtles, and preſerved by all Biſhops in their reſpetive 
Dioceſſes, ant in the minds and attions of each faithful 
Believer in the whole Catholick Church. Strange ! that 
our Jeſuice ſhould now at laſt turn a meer Blackloiſt, or 
Traditionary Divine. This general Faith of Chriſtians 
he compares to the common Laws of the Land, to ſhew [ 
ſuppoſe his skill in the Law, and make the earned Gentle- 
men of the Temple to pity or ſcorn The Mallegs igno- = 
rance : well let that beas it will, for Þ pretend coo Skill 
is Laws, but as for this general Faith of Chriſtians, what- 
ever it be like, I would gladly learn from the Church 
diffuſive, what it is ; for I matter nothing elle, but the: 
General Faith of Chriſtians ; but how to learn this, he has 
not told us; it is preſerved, he ſays, by all Biſhops in 
their reſpetlive Dioceſſes, and in the minds and attions 


of each faithful Believer in the whole Catholick Church. 
| Well 
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Well then, muſt we examine all Biſhops and every partt- 
cular Believer about this ? this-is impoſſible to be done : 
will any one Biſhop, or any one particular Believers 
( ſince every Biſhop, and every particular Believer has 
it) ſuffice to tell us, what this general Faith ot Chriſtians 
is? is this an infallible Conveyance of the Faith to de- 
pend upon the Tradition of Biſhops and Chriftian People ? 
1s there no faithful and authentick Record ot this Faith, 
from whence we may learn, what Chriſt and his A- 
poſtles delivered to the Church 2 S$o one would rhink by 
this Jeſuit's account, who takes no notice of the Holy Scri- 
ptures, as if the common Faith of Chriſtians could not be 
learnt from them, bur from the tradition of the Church: 
diffuſive. 

Thas much for Common Law, but the Church has her 
Statute Laws too, and they are the Deciftons or Canons of 
.General Councils, declaring and app! ing to particular Ine 
ſtances the Common Law and Be if of- the Charch : but 
how does the Pope and a General Council, or the Church 
repreſentative, as he calls it, come to have the power of 
declaring and applying the common Faith of Chriſtians, 
which is in the keeping of the Church diffuſive, and 
therefore one would think,could be declared by none elſe ? 
do the Poperand a General Council infallibly know the 
Sentiments and Opinions of all the Chriſtian Biſhops and 


Peoplein the World > This they muſt do, or elſe they can-- 


not declare the common Faith of Chriſtians, unleſs they 
can infallibly declare, what they do not know: If their 
Authority be only to declare the common Faith of Chri- 
ſtians, how ſhall we know, that they declare nothing but 
the common Faith of Chriſtians? for if they do, their 
C_ are not valid, for they declare that which is 
alle. | 

This Jeſuit has greatly intangled and perplexed the 
Cauſe by laying the whole firels upon the declarative aud 


apply» 


F: 
<.*- "10" FOR 


27 


A Vindication of the Fir Part of 
applying Power. Had he faid, that the Pope and a Gene- | 
ral Council had Authority to declare what is the Chriitian 
*Faith, and though they declared that to be the true Faith, 
which the Church diffuſive never heard of before, yct alter 
their deciſion, it muſt be received as the common Faith of 
Chriſtians, though it had not been fo formerly, there had 
been ſome fenſe in this, though no truth: but when he 
ſays the Church can only declare what is, and always has 
been the common Faith of Chriſtians, if I can find by an- 
cient Records, that what the Council declares to be the 
common Faith of Chriſtians now, was either not known 
or condemned in former Apes; if I certainly know, that 
ſhe declares that to be the Faith, which at the very time 
of the Council was fo far from being the common Faith 
of Chriſtians, that it was not the common Faith of the 
Council; but was contradiQted by the wiſeſt and beſt part 
of tt; then Icertainly know, that the Council has not de» 
clared the common Faith of Chriſtians, and therefore that 
its Decrees are of no Authority. 

But he proceeds. We hold, that this general Faith re« 
ceived from the Apoſtles, and preſerved in all the Members 
of the Catholick Church, explained upon occaſion by the 
Church repreſentative, is ifallibly true, and this is all the 
Tafallibility the Catholick Church pretends t# And there 
15 no Proteſtant but will own this Infallibility. That 
the Faith at firſt received from the Apoſtles, the fame 
Faith, which was delivered by the Apoſtles, preſerved 
.1n all the Members of the Catholick Church, and the fame 
Faith explained upon occafion by the Church repreſen- 
tative, ſo that it is evident after the explanation, that it 
is the fame Faith till; I fay, every Proteſtant will ac- 
knowledge, that this Faith is infallibly true ; for we be- 
lieve the Faith delivered by the Apoſtles to be intallibly 
true, and if it appears, that the ſame Faith is ſli]] taught 
by the Chnrch, whether in or out of Council it matters 
| nok, 
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not, it muſt be infallibly crue ſtill. But yet there is a 
little difference berween us and the Jeſuit ; He believes, 
and would have us believe, that the preſent Faith of the 
Church of Rome, viz. the Dottrine of the Council of 
Tret, is that Faith, which was received from the Apoſtles, 
preſerved in all the Members of the Catholick Church and only 
explained upon occafion by the Council of Trent, which was the 
Church repreſentative ; this we deny : this we know, thts 
we can, and often have proved to be falſe. And I beſeech 
you, what greater infallibility.c\n any Church prerend 
ro, than to have the World receive all her Decrees as infal- 
libly true £ : 

But they do not pretend, that ether the :»hole Church, or 
any perſon, or perſons in it, are held to po/ſefs any intrin- 
fick Infallibility, which they own to be proper to God alone, 
Thank 'em for nothing, they do nor believe, that the 
Church or Pope or Counc:l are by nature infallible, for 
all the World would Taugh at them, if they did. We do 
wot ſay, (as he adds) that they cannot of themſelves deceive 
us, but that God according to his Promiſe direfting them b 
his infallible Spirit, it cannot poſſibly happen, that they ſhould 
deceive us. The Modeſty of a Jeluit! who claims no 
more Infallibility for the Pope and General Council, than 
-the Apoſtles had, and wonders any man ſhould grudge 
them this, ſince they do nat pretend to an intrinfick In 
fallibility, -not ro be infallible by Nature, but only by 
Grace,” Thus he adds, that” they do not pretend to yew 
Revelations and Lights, nor admit any new Article of Faith ; 
though where a doubt ariſes the Church-hath i»fallibly power 
to declare what hath been revealed by Chri(t to rbe Apoſtles, 
and preached by them, which perhaps ſome part of the Church 
might have had a leſs clear underſtanding thereof ; but this 
is done, not by making any new Article of Faith, but more 
clearly delivering what was ever believed by the Apoſtles, 
and all Catholicks from their time to this : That 1s to fay, 
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what ever the Church determines, though the Chriſtian 
Church in former ages knew nothing of it, yet it muſt 
not be called a new Article of Faith, but-a declaring what 
had been revealed by Chriſt to his Apoſtles, and preached 
by them,though the world had long ſince forgot it : what» 
ever the Church determines to day , wemult beheve to 
have been the Faith of the Apoſtolick Age, thougli there 
are no other evidences nor ſymptomes ot it, but becauſe 
the Church which is infallible ſays ſo. And this is all the 
Infallibility the Church pretends too ! a very ſmall matter 
to be denied her by Chriſtians, it is only to believe what- 
ever ſhe ſays, without diſputing or examining her Faith ; 
nay to believe that to be the old Faith, which the moſt au- 
thentick Records of the Church prove to be new. I have 
thus ſtept out of my way, to ſee what fine thing he had 
to ſay of the Churches Tnfallibility , which he promiſed a 
very favourable repreſentation of;-but it is all the old cant 
Mill, a little diſguiſed by ſome ignorant-blunders, or artift 
cial Non-ſenſe ; as for his proofs of this Infallibility, I am 
not concerned with them at preſent, and after ſo many dif 
courſes on that Argument they need no anſwer. 
Another Argument whereby 1 aueny that no man 
can be diſputed into Popery, which denies us the uſe of 
our own Reaſon and Judgment in matters of Religion, 
was this, Becauſe it 3s impoſſible by Reaſon to prove, that 
men muf? not uſe their own Reaſon and Judgment in matters of 
Religion : For to diſpute is to appeal toReaſon, and to di- * 
ſpure againſt the-uſe of Reaſon in Religion, is ro appeal 
to Reaſon againſt the uſe of Reaſon: in Anſwer to this 
he tells us, That men mu#? uſe their Reaſon to come to this 
knowledge, that God hath revealed what they believe. Now. 
I would defire no more but this to prove that we muſt 
uſe our Reaſon in matters of Religion : for no man at 
this day can know what js revealed without it. I do af 
fert, and et him diſprove me when he can, that ſince God 
| has 


$ 

5 

y. 
t 
[ 
- 
d 
as 


the Preſervative again POPERY. 
has given us reaſon to judge of the truth or falhood 
of fuch things, as are knowable by the light of Nature, 
and a ſtanding Rule of Faich and Manners 1n the writings 
of the Old and New Teſtament, for matters of Revela- 
tion, we muſt believe no Mans or Churches pretences to 
Infallibility, who either teaches any DoCtrine, which plain- 
ly contraditts the light of Reaſon,or a ſtanding revelation ; 
and therefore we muſt judge of meas pretences to the 
Spirit, by the DoQtrines they teach, and therefore muſt 
particularly judge of their Doctrines too : This is the fair 
ſtate of the Controverſie between us, and here [ leave it, 
and let him take it up again, when he pleaſes. 

And here he returns back ro the Conference between a ſtur- 
dy Proteſtant and a new Convert, which belonged to the for- 
mer head, the deſign of which is to ſhew the new Convert, 
that by going over to the Church of Rome he has gained no 
more latallibility, thaa a Proteſtant has,nay has loſt ſome 
degrees of — which he might have had before : 
for thus the Proteſtant tells him : Tow rely on your own 
reaſon and judgment for the Infallibility of your Church, and 
conſequently of all the Doftrines of it, and therefore your in- 
fallible Faith is as much reſolved into your own fallible Fudg- 
ment, as the Proteſtant Faith is : So that the difference be- 
tween us is wht, that your Faith is infallible, and ours fal- 
lible, for they are both alike, call it what you will, fallible or 
infallible----- We have more rational certafnty than you have, 
and you have no more infallible certainty than we. Tou-think 
you are reaſonably aſſured your Church is infallible, and thex 
you take up your Religion upon truf? from your Charch, with- 
out, and many times againi# Serſe and Reaſon, according as 
it bappens. So that you have only a general aſſurance of the 


Infallibity of your Church, and that no greater than Prote- 
ſtants pretend to in other caſes , viz. the certainty of Reaſon 
and Argument, but have not ſo much as a rational aſſurance 
of the trath of your particular Doftrines, that if you ” - 
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Raken about the Infallibility of your Church, you muf? be 
miſerably miſtaken about every thing elſe, which you have no 
other evidence for.. But now we are in general aſſured, that 
the Scriptures are the Word of God, and in particular aſſu- 
red, that the Faith which we profeſs, i agreeable to Scri- 
pture, or expreſly contained in it, and does not contraditt ei- 
ther Senſe or Reaſon, nor any other principle of Knowledge : 
ſo that we have as much aſſurance of every Article of our 
Faith, as you have of the Infallibility of your Church, and 
therefore at leaft have double and triple the aſſurance that 
you have. 

I have repeated this at large, that the Reader might 
ſee what the diſpute is, and indeed the very repetition of 
it is a ſufficient juſtification, for it carries its own evi- 
dence along with it. New as to what I ſaid, that we are 
in general. aſſured, that the Scriptures are the Word of God. 
To this he anſwers, The conclufion would be this, Catho- 
licks are as certain of the ſenſe of Scripture, as Proteſtants 
are that they have the letter, Now | believe any Reader 
will be as much puzled to gueſs, how this comes in, or 
what relation it has to this diſpute, as Iam, I tell che 
new Convert, that his old Proteſtant Friend has as much 
certainty of his Religion as he has; for tho' he flatrers him-- 
ſelf with the conceit of an infallible Church, yet his be- 
lief of the Churches Iofallibility is founded only on Rea- 
ſon and Argument, as the Proteſtant Faith is, and there- 
fore hisFaith is no more infallible than the Proteſtant Faith 
ws, and fo far they are equal. But then I add, that the 
Proteſtant has at leaſt as good aſſurance, that the Scri- 
ptures are the Word of God, as the Papiſts can pretend 
to have, that the Church is infallible, and fo far they 
be allowed equal ſtill, that the one thinks he has an i 
lible Guide, the other an infallible Rule of Faith : Now 
how can the Jeſuit's concluſion come in here ? Catbobtes 
are as certain of the Seuſe of Scripture, as Proteſtams 
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are, that they have the Letter. For the compariſon did 
not lie between the Senſe and the Letter of Scripture, 
but between that Evidence Papiſts have of the Infallibili- 
ty of their Church, and Proteſtants have, that the Scri- 
ptures are the Word of God ; both which is not infallible, 
but a rational Evidence, and therefore fo far equal : and 
this he has nothing to fay to. In the Preſerv. Confid. p. 
29. he repreſents it otherwiſe : This zs the caſe ; On one 
fide there 1 ſuppoſed an infallible Interpreter of the Chri- 
ſtians great Law-Book, ( for thus Dr. Sherlock ſtates the 
caſe) on the other are fome men ( far the greater part un- 
learned and weak) who aflow not any Senſe to this Book, 
which ſeems to them to contradif their Senſe or Reaſon, or a- 
ny other principle of their Knowledge. And 1 am asked, 
Whether I proceed more pradently in receiving the Senſe of 
the Law from that anne 6 which is aftually ſuppoſed 
infallible) or in proceeding by the ſecond Method. Now 
this is as wide of the mark as t'other ; I never ſuppoſe an 
infallible Interpreter ; never make any diſpute, whether 
I ſhould ſubmit to. an infallible Interpreter, or follow my 
own Reaſon ; which were indeed a ridiculos queſtion, 
ſuppoſing the Interpreter were aQtually infallible; but 
our only diſpute was, Whether a man, who by the ap- 

ing-evidence of Reaſon, is perfwaded to believe an in- 
fallible Judge, believes more infallibly than a Proteſtant 
does, who believes alſo upon the evidence of Reaſon-and 
Argutnent 2 This-is the Queſtion he.cannot anſwer, and 
therefore wauld loſe, if he could. 

But then I. added, that Proteſtants had much the ads 
vantage of Papiſts, becauſe beſides: that general aſſurance 
they had, that the Scriptures are the Word- of Gol, and 
the infallible Rule of Faith, they are in particular aſſured, 
that the. Faith they profeſs is agreeable to the Scripture, 
or expreſly containeghin. it, and does not contradict either 
Senſe.or Reaſon, nor any; ather Principle of Knowledge ; 
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whereas Papiſts have no other evidence for the particular 
Articles of their Faith, but the infallible Authority of 
their Church, which is the laſt reſoluticn of their Faith, 
and that many times in contradidtion to Senſe, and Rea- 
ſon, and Scripture, as far as fallible men can judge of it : 
So that we have as much aſſurance of every Article of oar 
Faith, as they have of the Infallibility of their Church : The 
meaning of which is, that we have a rational aſſurance of 
every Article of our Faith in particular, as they think, 
they have the aſſurance of Reaſon and Argument, that 
their Church is infallible. To which he anſwers, If he 
means, they have the fame proofs for this, which Catholicks 
have for the Infallibility of the Church--«-- it is falſe. No, 
Sir, 1 do not mean the fame, for I hope. they are better, 
but proofs of the fame kind, z. e. from Reaſon and Ar- 
gument, which are the only proofs they can pretend to, 
tor the Infalkbility of their Church ; and therefore our 
Aſſurance (for that I faid, not Proofs ) is of the ſame kind 
too, a moral rational Aſſurance, not infallible, for that 
they have not for Infallibility itſelf, as our "Anſwerer con- 

feſt above, | bo! II 
But the Argument he hints in his Anſwer, p.5. is fo 
very new, and ſo very pretty, that I cannot pals it : f he 
means, they have the fame proofs for this, which Catholics 
have for the Infallibility of the Charch, that o- the being 
of that Church which declares her ſelf Tnfallible ( for a 
Church erring in ſuch a point, would ceaſe to be the Church 
of Chrift ) then 'tis evidently falſe. The Argument is 
this , that the Infallibility of a Church, which declares 
herſelf infallible, is as evidentas the being of that Church; 
for if ſhe declares her ſelf infallible, and is not infallible, 
ſuch an Errour as this makes her ceaſe to be the Church 
of Chriſt. So that the Church of Rome is cither an in- 
fallible Church, or no Church : Well, for Argument's 
fke, we will ay the is no Church, and try then, how he 
can 
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can prove her Infallibility. - But he has another bold 
ſtroke in what follows : That the Chriſtians of this Age 
have the ſame evidence of Her (he muſt mean the Church 
of Rome) being the Church of Chrift, and of her teaching 
Truth, and conſequently of her Infallibility, which ſhe hath 
of Chrift; viz. Propheſie, Miracles, &c, What will no leſs 
evidence ſerve his turn ?2- is it full as evident, that the 
Church of Rome is the Church of Chriſt, and ſpeaks Truth, 
and conſequently is Infallible ( which it ſeems every one 
that ſpeaks truth muſt by conſequence be) as that there 
was ſuch a perſon as Chriſt, the true Prophet and Meſli- 
as? TI hope by Propheſies, he does not mean the Reve- 
lations of St. Fobn, nor by Miracles, the School of the 
Euchariſt. 

His next exception is againſt that Argument: f you 
mu? not uſe your Reaſon and private RR then you 
muff not by any Reaſon be perſwaded to condemn the f of 
Reaſon ; for to condemn is an att of Judgment, which you 
muf} not uſe in matters of Religion : So that this is a point 
which no may can diſpute again#?,- and which no man can be 
convinced of by diſputing, without the reproach of ſelf contra- 
dition. Here our Jeluit is as pleaſant as his wit would 
ſerve him 3. the ſum of his Anſwer is, That a man may 
be convinced by-Reaſon, that he ought to chooſe a Guide, 
and not to truſt:his Reaſon in all things. 1 readily grant 
it, for this is to naſe our Reaſon; but the inquiry is, Whe- 
ther Reaſon can convince any man, that he ought to fol- 
low this Guide in contradiftion to his own Senſe and Rea- 
ſon : whether becauſe Reaſon will dire& a fick man to 
chooſe a Phyſician, it will dire&t him alſo ro ſubmit to this 
Phyſician when he certainly knows that he gives him 
Poiſon. ' | 

The next Principle, - which overthrows the uſe of com- 
mon Senſe and Reaſon (for that is his charge againſt me) 

is this, That we mai7 allow of no Reaſon againff the Autho- 
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rity of plain and expreſs Scripture. This he allows to be 
a true Catholic Principle; and therefore I hope the Prin. 
ciple does not overthrow common Senfe, unleſs Catholic 
Principles may do it. But he does not like an inſtance 
or two I give of it 1n the firſt and ſecond Command. 
ments : I tay, ſuch an expreſs Law is that, Thou ſha/t wor: 
ſhip the Lord thy God, and him only ſhalt thou ſerve. No 
reaſon in the World can juſtifie the worſhip of any other Being, 
good or bad Spirits beſides God, becauſe there is an expreſs 
Law againft it, and no Reaſon can take place againiF a Law. 
A rare conſequence (ſays the Jeſuit ) to infer a Negative 
from an Affirmative antecedent. But I thought, Zim only 
ſhalt thou ſerve, had ſignified thou. ſhalt ſerve none bur 
him ; and thar I think excludes all other Beings, from as 
ny ſhare in our Worſhip. Now to-take his own inſtance, 
were there ſuch a Law, that a Subject ſhould lave his King 
only,this would exclude Father or Wiſe,or any other Friends 
or Relations from a ſhare. in our love. Here he: begins ta 
diſtioguiſh between that worſhip, they. pay. to Creatures, 
and toGod , and alJleadges St. Aufins Authoriey for it ; 
but if he have a mind. to. renew that Diſpute about the 
ſenſe of the Primitive Fathers, as to Invocation: of Saints, 
he knows his. man, and had beſt keep.to him, 07 at leaſt 
do him right, before he,engages any farther; It had: been 
more to the. purpole, to'have examined/that:explication I 
gaveof the firſt Commandment, and how | proved, that 
K is an expreſs Law againſt the worſhip, of: any other Bes 
ing, but the SupremeGod,,, but:what:is moſt to the pure 
poſe, is ſeldom moſk to; his purpoſe... - | + | 

The next. inſtance. h, gave: of this rule wasthe ſtoond 
Commandment : Thou- fhalt- net: make to:thy ſelf: any gras 
ven Image ; and there the Jeſuite ſtops with an &c.: for tie 
durſi-not truſt, good Catholigks,whomight:read his-paper, 
though they will read nothing &lſe; with ithewhole-Coms 
mangnment 3. and this Faffirmeds\aotaffirm ſtill; +” 
preſs 
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5 a Law agaioſt Image-Worſhip , that noreaſon muſt Be 
ed for it. What (fays he) if you be told, that al- 
though the Fews hadl perhaps a command of making no gra- 
ven Imaye, &c. again why not and wot to worſhip it ; we 
do net ſay they were forbid to ntake any graven Image, 
but they were forbid to make them for worſhip ; and 


therefore his following inſtances of Bezalee/ and Solomon, 


whomadeno Images or likeneſſes of things in Heaven or 
Earth for worthip,ave nothing tothe purpoſe; he adds, yer 
thu being a poſitive Law, and not confirmed in the Goſpel, 
doth not oblige us; will this reaſon be admitted ? He an- 
ſwers for me, Np ; bart I anſwer yes, if it be true and he 
dare ſtand to it ; but this is no reaſon againſt an exprefs 
Law, but an exception to the Law itſelf, as of no force. I 
do affirm,that if the ſecond Commandment be ſtill in force, 
it does ſo expreſly condemn all Image-worſhip, that no 
reaſons can juſtifie Image-worſhip againſt ſuch an expreſs 
Law ; but if it be a Law nolonger, the caſe I confeſs 4 

altered;and I defire to know, whether he will ſtand to this ; 
but he had beſt adviſe with ſome wiſer men firſt, . who uh- 
derſtand the fenſe of the Church and of the Fathers , and 
of their own Divines a licrle better about this matter. But 
before they abrogare this Law , T would defire them to 
make ita Commandment by it felf, and call it the ſecond 
Commandment,.as we do, for fear of abrogating the firſt 


Commandment withit , of which rhey make it a part: 


though the trarh is, the Chutch of Rowe could ſpare them 
both, and thank you too. 


His patting blow is 4 very terrible one, I dire Pro- Priſere. Part 1/ 
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fulneſs, corveniency.or pretended neceſſity of any thing,to prove 
that it s. As for inſtance : A ſupreme Oecumenical Biſhop 
and as Iefallible Judges of Controverfies,are thought abſolnte- 


ly neceſſary to the Unity of the Church, and certainty of 
Faith, and confounding of toon —tavar,/ 
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I thought all this were true ( as T believe not a word of -it is ) 
I ſhould only conclude, that it were great pity that vhere is not 
an Univerſal Paſtor ,and Infallible Fudge Inſtituted by Chriſt; 
but if you would have me conclude from theſe Premiſes,Ergo, 
there is an Univerſal Paſtor and infallible Judge , I muſt 
beg your pardon for that ; for theſe Arguments do not prove 
that there is ſuch a Fudge, but that there ought to be one, 
and therefore I muFt conclude no more from them. Thi, he 
lays, is not only to miſuſe humane Reaſon, but to deny Wiſ- 
dom and Reaſon in God ; Alphonſus the Royal Mathemati- 
cian, was ever looked on as guilty of a horrid Bloſpbony, for 
having ſaid he thought he could have ordered ſome things bet- 
ter than God did, at the firft Creation. *Tu one of as deep 
a dye, to think God ought to have done, what we belive, that 
he hath not done, 
But do [any where ſay, that God ought to have done, 
what I believe he has not done? doTI any where fay, that 


God ought by neceſſary and infallible means to have pre- 
%ented Schiſms and Hereſies? Dare our Author himſelf 


fay this, who aſſigns this as the reaſon, why the Infallibili- 
ty of the Church u no more than morally evident, becauſe 0- 
therwile it were impoſſible that any Herefie ſhould be : which . 
at leaſt ſuppoſes, that God did not intend to make it im- 
poſſible, that there ſhould be Hereſies and Schiſms ; and 
therefore though we ſhould grant it abſolutely neceſſary 
to prevent all Hereſies and Schiſms, that there ſhould be 
an Oecumenical Paſtor and Infallible Judge ; is this to 
grant it neceſſary, that there ſhould be one, or to fay, 


- that there ought to be one, unleſs I had faid allo, that it 


were- abſolutely neceſlary that all Herefies and: Schiſms 
ſhould be prevented 2 Is there no difference between 
ſaying, that ſuch a thing is abſolutely neceſſary to ſuch an 
end, and to ſay, that fuch an end is abfolutely neceſia- 


ry. Ea | d- +41 - of 
But however; where do fay, that God hag not done 
that, 
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that which I believe he ought to have done? is it the 
fame thing to fay, ſuch a thing is not, and ſuch a thing 
is not proved by ſuch an Argument ? and yet this is the 
utmoſt that I ſay, that the ſuppaſed neceſſity of an in- 
fallible Judge, does not prove, that there is ſuch a Judge, 
but only that there ought to be one, andI muſt conclude 
no more from it ; and does this overthrow the uſe of 
Reaſon, to conclude no more from an Argument, than 
the Argument will prove? whatever any man appre- 
hends neceſſary, to be ſure, he is mightily inclined to be- 
lieve, but whoever will believe like a reaſonable creature, 
muſt have good evidence for what he believes, and yet 
that we believe ir neceſſary is noevidence, that it is ; not 
that God will not do, what is neceſſary to be done, but 


becauſe that may not be neceſſary, which we vainly . 


and preſumptuouſly imagine to be ſo : which is the very 
reaſon I aſſign for it in the words immediately following. 
Tadeed this is a very fallacious way of reaſoning : becauſe 
what we may call uſeful, convenient, necefſary, may not be [6 
in itſelf ; and we have reaſon to believe it is not ſo, if God 
have not appointed, what we think ſo uſeful, convenient, or ne- 
ceſſary : which is a truer and more modeſt way of reaſoning, 
thay to conclude, that God bas appointed ſuch a Fudge, when 
#0 ſuch thing appears, only becauſe we think it ſo uſeful and 
neceſſary, that God ought todo it, Which is not.to excuſe 
a bad Saying with a good one, as the Jeſuite pretends in 
anſwer to, the Fogtman, (Prefervat. Confider. p. 36.) but 
to juſtifie a good Saying with a good, Reaſon. But if it 
were ſuch blaſphemy in Alphonſus to fay, that he thought 
he could have ordered ſame things better than God did at the 
frft Creation, let the Jeſuite conſider what it is, to. mend 
what God has done in the work of our Redemption, 
upon. a- meer ſuppoſition, that it may be mended : for 
\Popery. is nothing elſe but a mending; or more properly 
ſpeaking, a corrxpting the Goſpel of Chriſt with a blaſphe- 
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mous opinion of mending it. And I think to fay, that 
God has done, what there is no other proof he has done, - 
but only that we think he ought to have done it, is to 
ſay, that God: ought to have done, what it does not ap- 
pear he has done; and if not to be, and not to appear, be 
the ſame in this caſe, then this is equivalent to faying, 
that God ought to have done, what he has not done. And 
this I hope 1s ſufficient for the Vindication of thoſe Prin+ 
ciples, which are pretended to overthrow the Uſe of Com- 
mon Senſe and Reaſon. 


SECT, II: 


The Principles pretended to make woid all Faith vin- 
dicated. 


HE begins with proving tle Proteſtant Faith, not to 
be a Divine Faith, becauſe it is not a certain one:; 
which if it were true, is like proving a man not to live, 
becauſe-he is weak: for if there be as much certainty, as 
is abſolutely neceſſary to the eſſence of Faith, it may be 
a true Faith, though weak, as a weak man is alive ſtill: 
and Faith receives its denomination of Divine or Hu- 
mane Faith, not from the Certainty or Uncertainty of it, 


but from the Authority on which it reſts; a Divine Au- 


thority makes a Divine Faith, Humane Authority an 
Humane Faith, and both theſe may be either certain or 
uncertain, or, to ſpeak properly, ſtrong or weak : ſo that 
to prove, that the Proteſtant Faith is not Dzvine, becauſe 
it is not Certain, is like diſproving the Eſſential Properties 
by Changeable Accidents, that a Man is not a reaſonable 
Creature, becauſe he is not ſtrong: for there is no more 
neceſſary connexion between Faith being Divine, and 
being Strong or Certain, than betweenReaſon and Bodi- 


ly 
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ly Strength; a weak Man may be a reaſonable Creature, 
and a weak Faith may be Diviae, if it be founded on a Di- 
vine Authority. 
_ But I wiſh the Jeſuite had told us, what that degree of 
Certainty is, which makes a Faith Divine, whether any 
thing leſs than the certainty of Intallibility can do it; for 
this uſed to be the old Argument, that our Faith is not 
Divine nor Certain, becauſe it is not infallible, but if they 
will abate any thing of Infallibility, we will vie all other 
degrees of Certainty with them, and that he very fairly 
quitted before, when he owned and proved, that there 
could be no more than Moral Evidence for the Infallibi- 
liry of their Church, and then I am ſure, they can have 
no more than a Moral Evidence for the reſt of their 
Faith, which is all founded upon their Churches Iafallibi- 
lity. 

Well, having proved, that our Faith cannot be Divine, 
becauſe it is not certain, he next undertakes to prove, 
that our Faith is not certain : becauſe we cannot have an 
AM of Faith of any One Article, till our Rule of Faith pro- 
poſes it, 1. e. till we know certainly what Scripture teaches 
of it, not by any one Text, but by comparing all the Texts 
that ſpeak of that Sabjeft, Very well, we cannot believe 
any thing upon the Authority of Scripture, which is 
our Rule of Faith, till we know, that it is in Scripture ; 
wiſely obſerved, and we grant it. Let us ſee, what fol- 
. lows. 1. Then a Proteſtant muſt certainly know, that he 
hath all the Books of Holy Writ. 2. That all thoſe, he 
owns for ſuch were really written by inſpired Pens. The 
ſecond we accept of, but there is no need to ſubmit to his 
firſt Condition. That a Proteſtant muſt certainly know, that 
he hath all the Books of Holy Writ ; that is, he muſt be 
" able to prove, that there neyer were any other Books 
written by, the Apoſtles or other inſpired Men, but what 
we receive into-our Canon of Scripture ; which is to 
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prove a negative, which is always thought unreaſonable, 
and at this diſtance from the Apoſtolick Age is impoſlible, 
but whenever the Church of Rome will prove this of their 
Canon of Sctitture, we will prove it of ours. In the mean 
time it is ſufficient, that we reje&t no Books, which have 
been always acknowledged by the Univerſal Church, and 
that the Books we receive have been received for inſpired 
Writings by tlie Univerfal Church ; and if ever there 
were any other Books written by the Apoſtles or Evan- 
geliſts, which are now loſt, we have reaſon to believe, 
that the Church does not need them, but has a perfe& 
Rule of Faith and Manners without them ; for the 
Divine Providence would never permit , that the 
Church ſhould want arly neceſſary part of the Rule of 
Faith, 

He proceeds. 3/y. And (ſince the Letter kills) tbat he 
underſtands the true ſenſe of each Text which relates to the 
Objeft of that Aft of Faith. 4ly. That be remember them 
all, ſo as comparing them, to ſee which is the clearer to 
expoind the oBſcurer, ahd what is the reſult of them all, 
(fo any one he underſtands wot, or hath forgotten, may poſſi- 

ly be that one that muſt expound the reſt) he cannot have one 
Att of Faith. 

Now, got to take notice of his ridiculous, not to fay 
blaſphemous, miſfapplication of Scripture in that Parenthe- 
ſis, the Letter kills, by which St. Paul underftands the 
Law, which he calls the Letter, or an External Adminis * 
ſtration, and the Miniſtration of Death, and of Condemiia« 
tion, in diſtid&tion from 'the Goſpel, which is the Mini- 
Ration of the Spirit, and the Miniſtration of Righteouſneſs, 
2 Cot. 3.6, 7,8, 9. but our learned Jeſuite underſtands 
it of the Letter of the 'Gofpel as diſtinguiſhed from the 
Senſe of /it, which is ſuch a diſtinQion as no men of ſenſe 
ever thought of, till the Chutch of Rowe found it heeel- 


fry to diftinguiſh the Letter and the Words of Scriprure 


from 
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from the Senſe of it, and to ſeparate them too, which 

they have effeQually done; but yet how the Letters, 

which are very innocent things 1n all other Books, ſhould 

be ſuch killing things in Seripture, is worthy of the Wit 

and Learning of a Jeſuite to unriddle: But I fay, to 

let this paſs, I grant a Proteſtant muſt underſtand the 
true ſenſe of Scripture (which muſt be done by venturing 
to underſtand the killing Letter of it) before he can know, 
much leſs believe, what the Scripture teaches ; but that 
they ſhould underſtand and remember every place of 
Scripture which relates to ſuch a Subje@, I ſee no reaſon 
for ; if we have one or two or more plain and expreſs pla- 
ces for it, it is enough, at leaſt for ordinary Chriſtians, 
and a great deal more than the Church of Rome has for 
any of her new Articles of Faith. For we are ſure, what 
is plainly and expreſly ſaid in one place cannot be con- 
tradifted by another ; and therefore if 1 had no more than 
that one plain Text, Thou ſhalt worſhip the Lord thy God, 
and bim only ſhalt thox ſerve, T ſhould think it a ſufficient 
Proof againſt the Worſhip of Saints and Angels, though 
there were no other Text in the Bible againſt it. Now 
whatever Papiſts ſay (for we defire to hear them prove as 
well as fay) this is fo far from being impoſſible to any, or al- 
moſt any man , that every conſidering Proteſtant has 
ſufficient aſſurance of all this to found a Divine Faith 


on. 

Well, but what ſays Dr. Sherlock to give Protefants any 
certainty £ Truly not one word, for that was not my bu- 
fineſs to ſhew what poſitive certainty Proteſtants have, 
but to ſhew upon what vain pretences Papiſts charge the 
Proteſtant Faith with uncertainty. 

And 1. I obſerve, that could they prove the Proteſtant 
Faith ancertain, this is no ſufficient reaſon to turn Papiſts, 


becauſe Proteſtants are uncertain, does this prove the ch Preſerve. 
of Rome to be infallible, becauſe the Church of England « ® '* 


fat 
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fallible 8 muft certainty be neceſſarily found amongf? them, 
becauſe it is not found with us > is Thomas an honeFfF man, 
becauſe John is a knave 2 Yes, he ſays, if the ſtolen goods 
were found with John,' an honeſt Fury he -conceives would 
bring Thomas in not gailty, And 41t Proteſtant Uncer- 
tainty, and Popilh [ntallibility, were to be decided by an 
honeſt Popiſh Jury, we might gueſs pretty. near at their 
Verdi. But he fays, there i a true Faith, and conſe- 
quently a certain Rule of Faith. Proteſtants on one fide chuſe 
one Rule, viz. the Holy. Scriptures, for we have no other 
Rule-; Catholicks another ; therefore not the Holy Scri- 
ptures, for that isthe Proteſtant Rule : but here he igno- 
rantly miſrepreſents his own Church ; for the Church of 
Rome does own the Scriptures to be the Rule of Faith, 
though not a compleat and pertet Rule ; but the diſpute 
between Proteſtants and Papiſts, 1s not fo much about the 
Rule, as about the Judge; but he ſeems not to underſtand 
this diſtinftion between the Rule and the Judge of Faith, . 
But now for his conceiving ! 7 conceive then, that if the 

Proteſtant Rule be —_ uncertain, (that is, the Holy 

Scriptures) *ri plain, the Catholick Rule muſt be the certain 
one. But when the Scriptures are proved uncertain, I 
tear, there will be no Rule at all. But however, his Ar- 
gument is ſo far true, that if he could prove, that there 
are but two Rules, that one is falſe, and the other true ; 
then when he has proved one to be falſe, I grant with- 
out any more diſputing, that the other is true : but 
now, though there can .be but one true Rule, there 
may be a great many falſe ones, and then both the 
Rules in competition may be falſe and uncertain. In 
the Preſervat. Conſider. p. 38. he endeavours to falve 
this; and now does nct put the queſtion about two 
Rules of Faith, for that he ſays, we are agreed on. That 
the Scriptures are the Word of God, that if we underſtood 
the full extent of its ſenſe and meaning, there would never 
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be Error or Herefie amongſt us. Which ſhews, that, as 1 
obſerved before, he did not underſtand the difference be- 
tween a Rule of Faith, and a Guide or Expoſitor, till 
ſome wiſer man had told him of it. Well, now 2he thing 
in queſtion is, by what method we ought to come to that 
knowledge, as far as it 1s necefary to a Chriſtian. And I 
ſay, that all the methods are reduced to theſe two heads : 
that we are guided to the certain knowledge of what God hath 
revealed, either by a knowledge communicated to each of 
us, or by a knowledge communicated only to Guides appointed 
to direft the reſt. What he means by this communicated 
knowledge | cannot tell ; for we think the Scriptures may 
be underſtood without either publick or private Enthu- 
fiaſms, as all other Books are to be underſtood, by conft- 
dering the uſe and fignification of words, the ſcope and 
deſign of the place, and by comparing one Text with 
another, and the like : Thus the Guides of the Church 
muſt underſtand Scripture, and by their aſſiſtance thus 
private Chriſtians may underſtand Scripture. This all Man- 
kind confeſs to be one way of underſtanding Scripture, 
the ſame way that all men uſe to underſtand any Wri- 
ting, nay the only natural way, that we know of : No, 
fays the Church of Rome, there is another poſſible way, 
for God to direC&t the Guides, the Pope of Rome, or Ge- 
neral Council by an infallible Spirit in expounding Scri- 
pture : right fay I, this is poſſible indeed, for God can 
do it, if he pleaſes, but it does not follow, this is any 
way at all, till it appears, that God has revealed, that he 
will take this way : ſo-that before there can be any com- 
petition between theſe two ways of expounding Scriptures, 
it muſt be proved, that there are two ways; the Prote- 
tant way is. acknowledged by all Mankind, for Nature 
teaches no other way of underſtanding Books, whether 
of Humane or Divine Compoſition ; that there is ſuch-a 


way as the Popiſh Method muſt be proved AE 
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for it depends wholly upon the Will of God, and there. 
fore can-be proved only by Revelation : now to make a 
competition between two ways of expounding Scri. 
pture, before it is proved there are two ways 1s ridicu. 
lous; and much more ridiculous to- prove the certain- 
ty of the unknown and unproved way, from the uncer. 
tainty of the known way : it they can prove, the Pro- 
teſtant way of expounding Scripture, which is the only 
way we know of, to be uncertain, rhe conſequence is, 
that there is no certain way of expounding Scripture, 
not that the Church of Rome is the infallible Interpreter 
of Scripture : and therefore any Proteſtant who is per- 
{waded to own the Infallibility of the Church of Rome, 
becauſe he is told, that the Proteſtant Faith is uncertain, 
is a very fooliſh Convert, and has ſo little ſenſe and rea» 
ſon, that it were fit, he had an infallible Guide, if he were 
to be found. 

So that he is a little too forward, when he fays, that 
all the Methods (of coming to the knowledge of Scri- 
pture) are reduced to theſe two beads, for we know, but 
of one way of expounding Scripture, till he proves ano« 
ther ; and when he can prove his infallible Guide, we 
will give up Proteſtant certainty, as I told him before, 
but till he has in another way proved the infallible Au- 
thority of his Church in expounding Scripture, though he 
could prove our Faith uncertain, this cannot prove his 
own to be infallible. 

In the next place I dire&ted our Proteſtant to ask theſe 
Popiſh Diſputants, what they meant by the uncertainty of 

fevi two things, ts 
ther, 1. That the Objetts of our Faith are in themſelves un- 
certain , and cannot be proved by certain reaſons. Or, 
'z2ly, That our perſwafion about theſe matters is uncertain 
and wavering. The Jeſuite anſwers, that this is not a true 
digaſion, for there wa third thing alſo, to wit, that what- 
ever 
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ever Reaſons there may be for a thing, he who believes it, 
bath for the motive of his belief theſe certain Reaſons ---- For 
he that believes in Chriſt only becauſe his Mother bath 
taught him ſo, hath a very wicertain, and no Divine ©" P-7- 
Faith. 'But ſuppoſe this Mother be the Church, and he 
believes it only, becauſe the Church hath taught him fo, 
Has this man a divine and certain Faith 2 No doubt muſt 
our Jeſuite fay, becauſe the Church is Infallible. But ſup» 
poſe this man can no more prove the Church to be infal- 
lible, than that his natural Mother is infallible ; What dif- 
ference is there between thoſe, who believe upon the Au- 
thority of the Church, and of their Mother ? I can afſign 
none, and ſhall be glad to learn the difference from our 
Jeſuite. He who believes the true Chriſtian Faith, and 
lives in conformity to it, ſhall certainly be ſaved, orelfe I 
fear we muſt at leaſt damn half the Chriſtians in the World, 
whether Proteſtants or Papiſts, for want of underſtanding 
the reaſons of their Faith. Nay Iamafraid all Traditionary 
Chriſtiansmuſt bedamned,who believe this isthe true Faith 
today, becauſe their Fathers and Mothers were raught ſo 
and believed fo yeſterdiy. $o that T gue upon ſecoird 
thoughts our Jeſuite will compound this matter with me, 
and {et fall the third part of the diviſion, and I am cott» 
tented at'prefefit, till T hear farther from him. 

Put he might have obſerved thar T faid, not ofly that 
the Objeits of our Faith are in themſelves certain, but that 

"ll - they tnay be proved by certain Reaſons. And therefofe for 
X him'to fay, that they are indeed in themſelves certain, but 
wot to any Proteftaut, whoſe Riele of Faith cannot make him 
tertain of any offe Article, without offering to ſhew, that 
the Reaſons, why webtlieve are urictrtain, is todrop half 
of the firſt branch of the diviſion, and then to complain of 
| the want of it. When the Footinan had minded him, that 
F our Rate of Faith is the Scripture, and therefore if what 
bs fays be. tur, the Sctipture cannot make us certaiti of 
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any one Article of Faith, inſtead of. anſwering this Blun- 
der, his Superiors only corre& his Words in a Parentheſis, 
Preſerv. Conſid. p. 40. The Proteſtant Rule of Faith (con- 
fidering the Method he applies it by) cannot make him cer. 
tain, &c, Which is a plain confeſſion, that the Footman 
was too hard for the Jeſuite, but then he ſhould have 
ſhewn us, how we had miſapplied, and what the uncer- 
tainties of our Reaſons are, but I ſuppoſe, he will take 
time to conſider that. 

As for what he calls my Rule of Faith, which he ſays 
juſtifies Turk, Few, aud Gentile. We believe all that God 
bath revealed, and nothing elſe, is not all, that he hath re- 
vealed certain > Though I grant a Divine Revelation is 
the only Rule of my Faith, yet here I ſpoke not of the 
Rule but of the Objets of my Faith, and challenge him to 
ſhew, that wedo reje any thing that God has revealed in 
the Goſpel of his Son, or- believe any thing elſe ; and dare 
bim, as T well might all profeſſed Chriſtians, to deny the 
truth or certainty of what is revealed in the Goſpel : but 
Turks and Jews believe what they think in. their judgments 
God hath revealed, that is their Rule, and'tis yours. Andis 
there any fault to be found with this ſo far 2 Do Papiſts 
believe, what they think in their judgments, God has 
not revealed, or what they think, he has revealed 2 If 
they believe , what they think God has :revealed, then 
they juſtifie Jews and Turks too, as much as Proteſtants, 
No ſays the Jeſuite, Towr own private judgments are.on hoth , 
hands your Guides, and not any authority eſtabliſhed by Al. 
mighty God. Now I confeſs, I am,not aſhamed. to ,own, - 
that Turk and Jew and Gentile, that. is all. Mankind. ex+ 
cept Papiſts, agree with Proteſtants-in this, that ;all-men 
muſt believe with, their own judgments, and that there is 
on ine gre to TY wi x and much:good ar it 

o Fapilts, that, they have, tound! out, a ;way to believe 
without judgment, . wherein they. differ from oy Yr * 
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Mankind. As for their Authority appointed by God, on 
which they muſt rely without uſing their own Judgment, 
when they can prove any ſuch Authority we will tubmit 
to If, 

I proved that the Articles of the Chriſtian Faith, which 
Proteſtants believe, are certain and founded on certain 
Reaſons, as they themſelves muſt grant, unleſs they re- 
nounce the Chriſtian Religion, for here Infallibilicy itſelf 
cannot help them out. For Infallibility cannot make that 
certain, which 1s in its ſelf uncertain, an infallible man muſt 
know things as they are, or elſe he i miſtaken and ceaſes to be 
infallible, and therefore what us certain he infallibly knows to 
be certain, and what is uncertain he infallibly knows to be 
uncertain ; for the moſt certain and infallible Knowledge does 
not change its Objeft, but ſees it juſt as it 8, Now this he 
ſays s notoriouſly falſe, fince ſhe (the Church) # not infall:ble 
by any light of ber own, but by the guidance of the Spirit of 
Truth, Now this is nothing to the purpoſe by what light 
the Church ſees, the Queſtion is, Whether an infallible 
Church can know that to be certain, which is uncertain ? 
if ſhe can, then ſhe infallibly knows that which is not true. 
But were not the Apoſtles certain of what Chrift told them, 
when they acknowledged bim the Son of God before he gave 
them certain Reaſon for it 2 But was not Chriſt's telling 
them ſo a certain Reaſon 2 It they believed without Rea- 
ſon, I am of opinion, how bind an impiety loever it be, 
that they believed too ſoon. I eavy no Church the privi- 
ledge of believing infallibly without Reaſon or Evidence, 
but it is well for che Church of Rome if ſhe have this pri- 
viledge, for unleſs ſhe can be Infallble without Reaſon, 
nay in contradittion to it, I am ſure, ſhe is not infallible. 
But what tergiverſation is here? Does the Church of Rome 
lnfallibly know , that the Chriſtian Religion is certainly 
true? Does ſhe infallibly know, that the certain Truth of 
Chriſtian Religion is founded upon certain Reaſons ? if ſo, 
; H 2 then 
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then the Obriftian Religion is certain and founded on cer- 
tain Reaſons; and then thoſe who believe the Chriſtian 
Religion for the ſake of ſuch certain Reaſons have a cer- 
tain Faith, whether they believe upon the Authority of 
the Church or not, unleſs a Faith built upon certain Rea- 
ſons may be uncertain, or cannot be certain : for if the 
Church infallibly knows, that there are cerfain Reaſons 
for the truth of Chriſtianity, then there are certain Rea- 
ſons diſtin& from the Infallibility of the Church, and they 
may be a Foundation for a certain Faith without the 
Churches Infallibility. | 
I obſerved, that their great Argument to prove the un- 
certainty of the Proteſtant Faith ts, that there is a great va- 
riety of Opinions —_ Proteſtants, and that they condemn 
one another with equal confidence and aſſurance. He ſays, 1 
fhould have added, thi they uſe the ſame Rule of Faith, and 
apply it by the ſame means. But there was no need of ad- 
ing this, it was ſuppoſed in all the Arguments I uſed, 
which he anſwers only by faying, '77s an unanſwerable Ar- 
gument againft your Rule of Faith, and evident/ _ it 
wncertarn, What does it prove the Scripture tobe uncer- 
tain ? for that is our Rule, or does he mean this of our 
Way of applying it, that is by ufing the beſt Reaſon and 
Judgment we have to underſtand it : and then his Argu- 
ment is this, ſome men miſunderſtand Scripture, and 
therefore no man can rightly underſtand it ; fome men 
reaſon wrong, and therefore no man can reaſon right ,; 
ſome men are confidently perfwaded, that they are in-the 
right, when they are in the wrong, and therefore no man 
can becertain when he is inthe right : an Argument which 
1n all other caſes mankind would hiſs at. BS men be- 
lieve they areawake, when they are in a dream, therefore 
no man can know, when he isawake : there are filly cons. 
Edent people, who are cheated with ſlight appearagces of 
things, therefore no man can.diſtinguiſh between appear- 
ances 
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ances and realities. Or to put but one caſe, which will 
ſenſibly affe& him : ſome men, nay the greateſt part of 
Chriſtians, do not believe the Infallibility of rhe Church 
of Rome, and therefore no man can be certain, that rhe 
Church is Infallible : For here are all his Conditi 
ons, the ſame Rule, applied the ſame way, for he con» 
feſs'd above that there can be no more than a Moral Evi- 
dence for the Infallibility of the Church, Now in Moral 
Evidence every man muſt uſe his own Judgment ; rhus 
we do, we conſider all the Arguments they alledge for 
the Infallibility of their Charch | _ Scripture, from Pro- 
miſes, from Propheſies, from Be/armin's Fifteen Notes of 
the Church, or whatever other Reaſons and Arguments 
they uſe ; upon the whole we conclude, that the Church 
of Rome is not Infallible, they that it is: now if he will 
ſtand to his Argument, That variety of Opinions, when 
men uſe the ſame Rule, and apply it the ſame way, 1 an 
unanſwerable Argument, that the Rule is uncertain, then 
it 1s impoſſible that they ſhould have fo much as a Moral 
certainty of Infallibility ; ſince all mankind beſides are 
againſt rhem, 

His Anſwer to Dr. S?.'s Arguments, to prove that the 
Scriptures may be a very certain Rule, though men dif- 
fer in expounding them, are ſo very ſenſeleſs, that I have 
no patience to anſwer them, eſpecially ſince he grants all 
that the Dear, intended to prove, that a Rule may be a 
' certain Rule, though men, whodo not underſtand it, may 
miſ-apply it. But the principle he has laid down for 
mine, I confeſs, is very extraordinary and _— that 
if two men have the Bible, read it, endeavour to underſtand 
it, and believing they do, draw from the ſame Scriptures two 
different C —_ two oppoſite Articles of Faith, both are 
bound to ſtand to their private judgment, and to believe 
s in the right, though all t World fhould accuſe 
them in licu of the true pretended Rule, to have uſed a falſe 
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One. I affirm, that one man may expound the Scripture - 
right, and know, that he does ſo, though another ex- 
pounds it wrong ; and he makes me fay, that when two 
men expound the Scripture to diflerent and contrary ſen- 
ſes, they are both bound to believe, that they are 1n the 
right : this ic is certain they will do, and there is no reme- 
dy againſt it, but what is worſe than the diſcaſe, that men 
ſhould not uſe their own Judgments, and then they dare 
not believe themſelves when they are in the right, which 
is as bad, as to believe themſelvesin the right, when they 
are inthe wrong : but that for this reaſon,. all the World 
ſhould accuſe them in lieu of the true pretended Rule to have 
uſed a falſe one, is very lenſeleſs, unleſs by all the World 
he means the World of Roman-Catholicks, for no other 
men, as I have already ſhewn, nay not he himſelf, if he 
will ſtand to his own word, will accuſe the Rule to be 
falſe, becauſe men make a falſe judgment of it; for to call 
every man's private judgment of the Rule hu Rule, which 
is the ſubſtance of his following harangue, is to reſolve 
neither to think, nor ſpeak, like other men : for that no 
man thinks his own private judgment to be his Rule, is 
evident from hence, that upon better Information he al- 
ters his judgment, without changing his Rule. 

I concluded this Seton concerning the uncertainty of 
the Proteſtant Faith with this obſervation,thar this very Ar- 
gument from the difſerent and contrary opinions of Proteſtants 
to prove the uncertainty of the Proteſtant Faith, fignifies no- 
thing as to our diſputes with the Church of Rome : for ask 
them, what they would think of the Proteſtant Faith were all 
Proteſtants of a mind © would their conſent and agreement 
prove the certainty of the Proteſtant. Faith then the Pro- 
reltant Faith in oppofition to Popery is very certain, for they 
all agree in condemning the Errors and Corruptions of the 
Church of Rome. And thus I think they get nothing by this 
Argument : for if the diſſenfions of Proteſtants proves the 

| | WH 
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uncertainty of their Faith, as to ſuch matters wherein they 
differ, then by the ſame-Rule their agreement in oppoſition to 
Popery, ſhews their great certainty in ſuch matters. And 
this I ſuppoſe is.no great inducement to a Proteſtant to turn 
Papiſt. 

Our Jeſuit had ſo much Wir in his Anger, as to conceal 
the force of this Argument, and to repreſent it thus, Were 
all Proteſtants of a mind would their conſent and agreement 
prove the certainty of the Proteſtant Faith, By which a- 
lone no man living could gueſs, what I was proving ; and 
to this he anſwers, Not at all, and I agree with him in it ; 
tor meer agreement does not prove the certainty of Faith, 
no more then meer diſagreement, or variety of Opinions 
proves the uncertainty of Faith. But they prove them 
both alike, as I obſerved, which he calls a ridiculous In- 
ference, and as he has reported it, he has made it ridicu- 
lous enough, Thu is the ſame Rule, and their diſagreement 
proves not their uncertainty. This is to mangle and tranſ- 
proſe an Argument that it may not be underſtood : but 
to confute this he ſays, all 7nion is no Argument of the Spi- 
rit of God, for. People may combine to do ill : But what is 
this to agreement in Opinions 2 May not that argue the 
certainty of Faith, becauſe ſome men agree to do ill > for 
a general conſent, and agreement of mens underſtandings, 
maybe an argument of the truth of what.they conſent in, 
though the agreement of their Wills may not be a vertu- 
ous but a wicked Combination. But yer St. Paul aſſures ws, 
diſunion and diſſention is a certain ns of the abſence of the 
Spirit of God,thar is,Contentions and Quarrels and Schiſms 
are indeed fo far the Works of the Fleſh. But when two 
men or two Churches differ in their opinions of things, 

either of them be in the right ? Is the Spirit of God 
Si neither of them? Is truthon neither ſide? Then the 
Controverſies between the Church of Rome, and the 


Church of England, prove that the Spirit of God is no 
more. 


A Vindication of the Fir$t Part of 
more with the Church of Rowe, then with the Chutch of 
England. | 
The plain caſe is this ; our Reman Adverſaries perſwade 
Proteſtants, that they can have no certainty of their Faith, 
becauſe Proteſtants are ſo much divided about it, and 
therefore they muſt go to the Church of Rome, which a- 
lone pretends to Infallibility. But fay I, why thould theſe 
differences among Proteſtants oblige them to go over to 
the Church of Rome, when Proteſtants have no difference 
alout this matter, but are all agreed, that the Church of 
Rome is fo far from being infallible, thar ſhe is a very cor- 
rupt Church : I do not fay, that the differences of Prote- 
ſtants is a good Argument to prove the uncertainty of 
their Faith, nor their bare agreement to prove the cer- 
tainty of it, but I ſay, one proves as much as t'other, and 
therefore 'tis a better reaſon to Proteſtants not to turn 
Papiſts, that all Proteſtants are agreed, that the Church 
of Rome is not infallible, but has greatly erred, then it'is 
for Proteſtants to go to the Church of Rome for Infallibi- 
lity, becauſe they differ in ſome things among themſelves ; 
eſpecially conſidering that many points they now differ 
about, will not be reconciled by their going to the Church 
of Rome ; for the ſame points are as fiercely diſputed among 
them too, as to inſtance at preſent only in the Quinque- 
articular Controverfſie, | | 
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CHAP. III. 


A Vindication of ſoyge Poſitions, which are pre- 
tended to make woid all Scripture-proof, all 
uſe of Fathers and Councils, and of Civil Cha- 
rity, and Moral Fuftice to our Neighbours. 


S for Scripture-proof : I was directing Proteſtants 
what kind of Scripture-proot to demand for Tran- 
ſubſtantiation : and having ſhewn that the Dofrine of 
Tranſubſtantiation does manifeſtly contradict the evi- 
dence. ok;all-ojar-Senſes,anq ghe moſt neceſſary principles 
of Reaſon, I--told them,- that It 1s but reaſonable, that 
the evidence for Tranſubſtantiation ſhould art leaſt be 
equal to the evidence againſt it, and therefore they mu? 
demand ſuch a Scripture-proof of Tranſubſtantiation, as can- 
not poſſibly ſignifie any thing elſe ; or elſe it will not anſwer 
that evide 
for ſenſe' and reaſon pronounce Tranſubſtantiation to be natu- 
rally impoſſible ; and therefore unleſs it be as impoſſible to 
put any other ſenſe upon Scripture, as it u to reconcile Tran- 
ſubſtantiation to ſenſe and reaſon, there is not ſuch good 
evidence for Tranſubſtantiation, as there is again} it. This 
he repeats after his uſual manner, to take care that no 
\ body ſhall underſtand what it relates to, or ſee the force 
_of the Argyazent z,and in anſwer to it he gives us a new 
inſtance of : his good will to the Dofrine of the Trinity. 


ence which we have againft Tranſabſtantiation ; Priſ- p+ 7: 


He ſays, 4 Text which cannot poſſibly have another ſenſe, 1, p, +. 


. doth not leave it in any one's liberty, who owns Scripture to 
be an Heretick ; therefore the Church produced no ſuch 
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Text againft the Arians or Neſtorians ; whence it evident- 

ly follows, that according to Dr. Sherlock, the Arians and 
Neſtorians were not bound to believe the Trinity and Incar- 
mation of Chriff. Burt did I fay, that nothing can be pro- 
ved but by ſuch expreſs Texts, as it is not poſſible to un- 
derſtand otherwiſe 2 I ſaid, this was neceſſary to prove 
any Dodrine whicl ſenfe and ragſon declare to be abfo- 
lutely impoſſible. And will he ſay the DoQtrine of the 
Trinity is ſuch a DoRrine? 'No he ſays, Preſervative 
Conſidered, p. 45. But they ſo appeared-to the Neſtorians 
and Arians, and that is the caſe put by Dr. Sherlock : but 
I put no caſe about meer appearing , but of ſuch pal 
pable contraditions as the ſenſe and reaſon of all Man- 
kind agree in : as Papiſts themſelves cannot deny, and 
know not how to juſtifie, without preſſing the Almighty 
Power of God to make good their abſurd Imaginations, 
Now where there is only an appearance of 'cofitradiftion, 
where a DoQrine only hes croſs fo mens natural rea- 
ſon, there ſuch expreſs Texts as do more evidently prove 
that Doftrine, then that DoQrine does evidently contra- 
dict reaſon, is a ſufficient foundation for the belief of it, 
becauſe in this caſe there is more evidence for it than a- 
gainſt it : and did not the Church alledge ſuch Scri- 
pture-proofs for the Trinity > And are there no ſuch 
Proofs to be alledged 2 He thinks they did not, becauſe 
then the Arians could not have continued Hereticks ; 
for a Text which cannot poſſibly have any other ſenſe, doth 
not leave it in any ones liberty to be a Heretick. But I 
ſuppoſe , he will allow, that I ſpoke not of a natural 
but of a moral impoſſibility ; now a moral impoſſibility 
of interpreting Scripture otherwiſe is, -when-a man can- 
not reaſonably do it without offering manifeſt' violence 
to the words, and this a wilful and obſtinate Heretick 
may do, how plain and ſelf-evident, how uncapable ſoe- 
ver the words are of any other-poſſible ſenſe to a reaſo- . 
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nable and impartial Inquirer. This principle, I confeſs, 
makes void all Scripture-proof of ſuch Do@rines as 
ſenſe and reaſon pronounce abſolutely impoſſible, but 
this is no injury, but the greateſt right we can do the 
Scripture. But I cannot without ſome indignation ob- 
ſerve, how the DoQtrine of the ever bleſſed Trinity is 
upon all occaſions introduced by theſe men as contra- 
difting ſenſe and reaſon, which would make one ſuſpe&, 
they kept it for no other reaſon but to juſtifie the ab- 
ſurdities and contradifions of Tranſubſtantiation. 

As for the making void the uſe of Fathers and Coun- 
cils to unlearned men, it is the thing I deſigned, and 
I am very glad if I have done it : but as for learned 
men they may make ſuch ufe of them till, as ſuch 
Writings are deſigned for ; not to make them the Rule 
of Faith, but either to learn what was the DoQtrine and 
Prattice of the Church in their days, or what their 
private Opinions were, or how they expounded Scri- 
pture and the like : that I call it /q«a#/ing about the ſenſe 
of Fathers, if the expreſſion be undecent , it is ow- 
ing to himſelf and ſome ſuch late Scriblers, whoſe Di- 
ſputes have been nothing elſe but _ But I can- 
not blame him, that he 1s ſoangry, that I dire&t the Pro» 
teſtant to inquire, Whether ſuch Books were written by 
that Father, whoſe Name it bears, for he knows ſuch an 
inquiry has very lately coſt him dear, I was going to fay 
a bluſh , but that is impoſſible. If ſuch Queſtions as 
T ask cannot be anſwered to the fatisfaftion of learn- 
ed men, they are of no more uſe to them, than they 
- are to the unlearned, who cannot anſwer them them- 
ſelves, and want the Learning which is neceſſary to 
» make them capable of a fatisfaftory Anſwer, and this is 


all the Anſwer I ſhall return to this Charge. 
I 2 His 
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His next Charge is a dreadful one : Such Principles 
as make void all fe of Ciuil Charity and Moral Juſtice 
to our Neighbours. He lays it in the very laſt Seftion of 
the Preſervative, Concerning Proteſtant Miſ repreſentations 
of Popery. Wherein I ſhewed, how vain and filly this 
charge was, and he has not one word to ſay in defence of 
it, Among other things I obſerved, that theſe men, who 
complain ſo much of Miſ-repreſenting, endeavour to make 
the Doftrines of the Church of Rome look as like Prote- 
ſtant Doftrines, as ever they can, as if there were little 
or no difference between them.--------The truth is, the chief 
Myſtery in this late Trade of Repreſenting and Miſ-repre- 
ſenting is no more but this, to joyn a Proteſtant Faith with 
Popiſh Pratlices , to believe as Proteſtants do, and to do as 
Papiſts do. This I gave ſome few inſtances of out of | 
the Repreſenter, and ſhewed that their Faith, as he Re- 
preſented it, came very near and in ſome caſes was the ve- 
ry fame with the Proteſtant Faith, but their Pradtice was 
Popiſh. How is this contrary to Civil Charity and Mo- 
ral Honeſtly £ He fays it is this, When a man's exterior 
Aftions are naturally capable of a good and pious meaning, 
and he ever and clearly declares, that it is bis, yet to fa» 
ften upon him another oppoſite deſign and meaning. But 
how does this concern me, who faſten no meaning at all 
upon their ACtions, but only barely relate, what they 
profeſs to believe, and what they practice. He inſtances 
in two, and let all the World judge, who makes void Ci- 
vil Charity and Moral Honeſty, He, or I. 

To inſinuate, ſays he, that a Catholick thinks the Virgin 
Mary more powerful in Heaven than Chriſt , he tells you, 
that he ſays Ten Ave-Maries for one Pater Noſter ; where- 
as all that I fay is, Ze (the Papiſt Repreſented) Zeheves 
:* damnable, to think the Virgin Mary wore powerful in 
Fleaven than Chriſt , which is Proteſtant Doftrine, Bat 


yet 
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yet he prays to her oftner than either to God or Chriſt ; 
ſays ten. Ave-Maries for one Pater Noſter ; whtch i a Po- 
piſh Devotion. Is here any breach of Moral Honeſty 


'n this ? is not all this true ? doT put any ſenſe or inter- 


pretation upon this ation ? I believe all men will think, 
that this does more than inſinuate , what a belict they 
have of the power of the Virgin; and this the Jeſuite 
was ſenſible of, and therefore ſays, that I inſinuate it, but 
I will leave it as I did at firſt, ro what judgment all indit- 
ferent men will make of it. 
In the next place, he ſays, I charge the Catholicks with 
worſhipping the viſible Species in the Euchariſt : Hear my 
words again ; He believes it unlawful to commit 1dolatry, 
and moſt damnable to worſhip any Breaden God ; which is 
ſpoke like a Proteſtant : but yet he pays Divine Adoration 
to the Sacrament, which is done like a Papiſt, Here is no- 
thing about worſhipping the vifible Species in the Eucha- 
riſt ; but whatever is the Sacrament, they worſhip, and 
muſt do ſo by the Dodrine of their Church ; it they 
can make a Sacrament of the Body and Blood of Chriſt, 
without the viſible Species, then according to their Do- 
Arine, they need npt worſhip the viſible Species, it they 
can't, they muſt , for they muſt adore the Sacrament ; 
and if the Sacrament ſhould prove to be Bread and Wine, 
not the natural Body and Blood of Chriſt,and it is ſtrange, 
if it ſhould not, then I need not tell them what they 
worſhip. But thoſe matters have been debated often e- 
nough of late. 
He concludes with an advice to Proteſtants, urging the 
| Argument againſt Scriptures, which I had betore done 

inſt Fathers. Amongſt Chriſtians, there is not one in an 
bundred thouſand, who underſtand all Scripture , and it is 
-morally impoſſible they ſhould ; and therefore certainly there 
maſt be an eafier and ſhorter way to underſtand Chriſtian 


Religion, 
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Religion than thix, or elſe the generality of Mankind, even of 


rofeſt Chriſtians, are out of poſſibility of Satvation. 1 grant 
Ty word of it to be true, if ds all Scripture, 


as he puts it, .were neceſſary to Salvation ; but the only 
eaſier and ſhorter way is to underſtand ſo much of the 
Scripture as is neceſſary to Salvation, and let him when 
he pleaſes, if he dare venture the Blaſphemy of it, prove 
that this is moraZy impoſſible to the generality of Mankind, e- 
ven of profeſt Chriſtians. 


—_  — —- 
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MT Ere our Jeſuite gives me a great many hard Words, 
but nothing of Argument ; He talks tragically of 
vs, Calumnies and Miſrepreſentations, how much he 
proves of it, unleſs a bold Accuſation muſt paſs for 
a Proof, I dare leave toevery ordinary Reader, who will com- 
pare my Book with his. He is much off of his byaſs here, 
or I did not. diſpute diretly againſt any Popiſh Dodtrines, 
but uſed ſuch collateral Arguments, as are very evident and 
convincing to ordinary Readers, but ſo much out of the road, 
that the Jeluite could tind nothing in his Common-place Book 
about it, and therefore does not pretend to anſiver any one 
Sefionof my Book ; but yet out of every Se#ion he picks ſome 
ſingle Sayings, and if he meets with an Argument, that he 
cannot anſwer, he takes ſome few words of it, and calls it 
GCalumny. and Miſrepreſentation ; the only way I have to 
write ſuch an Anſwer to him, as may be fic to be read, is to 
give a ſhort Abſtra& of each Sefion of my Book, and to take 
notice, where thoſe Paſlages come in, which he calls Galum- 
nies and Miſrepreſentations. 
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SECT. I. 
Concerning 1dulatry. 


Shewed the great Deſign of our Saviour was more perfealy 
L tocxtirpate all Idolatfy. © To this purpole he has more per- 
fealy inſtructed us in the Nature of God. To this end he 
confines all Religious Worſhip to God alone, Thou ſhals worſhip. 
the Lord thy God, and bim only ſhalt thou ſerve. It is his anlwer 
rathe Devil, when he tempted him to fall down and worſhip 
him ; bur he gives ſuch an anſwer, as excludes all Creatures, 
not only good, but bad Spirits from any ſhare in Religivus 
Worſhip. For he does not deny to worſhip him meerly be- 
cauſe he was the Devil, but becauſe we muſt worſhip none 
but God. Which is as good a reaſon againſt the Worſhip of 
the moſt glorious Angels, as of the Devil himſelf. This he 
calls a Milrepreſentation, and to make it ſo, firlt very _ 
miſrepreſents my words, and ſays, that I charge the-Chur 
of Remme, that ſhe doth not pay to God alone, that degree of Wor- 
ſhip, which the tempting Devil demanded of Chri#t. But I ſay not 
one word there abour the Church of Rome, tho' the applica- 
tion was obvious and he made it for me: but then I do rot 
blame chem, that they do not pay that degree of Worſhip to God, 
which the Devil demanded of Chrift ; which was but an inferior 
degree of Worſhip, and therefore not proper for the Supreme 
Deity ; but that they pay any degree, how inferior ſoever, 
of Religious Worſhipto Saints and Angels, or any other Being 
beſides God, for that is the import of our Saviour's Anſwer to 
the Devil, and anſwers the pretence of the Church of Rome; 
that ſhe does not give /atria, or that Soveraign Worſhip, which 
* due to the Supreme God, but only dulia, or an Inferior Wor- 
thip co Saints and Angels; whereas our Saviour's Argument 

oves,that no degree of Worſhipisto be given to any but God. 

e lays farther, p. 64. That Chri#t, by refuſing bimſelf all Wor- 
ſhip to God's Enemy the Devil, teaches us to pay none at all to God's 
Samts and Angels, is an inference that no one 'kut Dr. Sherlock 
Was ever able to make. Then it ſeems, I have the honour of 
inventing a good Argument, which this Jeſuite dares not at- 
tempt to anſwer : let him ſhew me if he can, that to Worſhip: 


none. 
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none but God, excludes only the Worſhip of the Devil, not 
of Saints and Angels. | 
As a farther proof of this, I add, Our Saviour denies to Wor- 
ſhip him, though the Devil made no terms with him about the kind 
or degrees of Worſhip. He does not require him to offer Sacrifice to 
him, (which « the only Af of Worſhip the Church of Rome appro 
priates to the Supreme God) but only to bow down before him, as 
an expreſſion of Devotion. This he calls a Miſrepreſentation, 
that Sacrifice 2s. the only At of Worſhip, which the Church of Rome 
appropriates to the Supreme God ; which is the firſt time this was 
called a Miſrepreſentation;; and yet he himſelf owns, p. 64. 
that Sacrifice indeed the only exterior Worſhip inſeparable from 
latria, and therefore never to be offered to any but God. And is 
not this what I ſaid? did Ideny, that the Church of Rome 
aid any other Worſhip to God, but Sacrifice ? but I ſay, and 
5 ſays our Jcſuite, that there is no other external Act of Wor- 
ſhip ſo peculiar to God, that it can be given to no other be- 
ing, bur only Sacrifice ; and therefore ſince the Devil did 
not demand of Chriſt to ſacrifice to him, he did not demand 
of him that degree of Worſhip, which alone the Church of 
Rome thinkspeculiar ——_— to God,and yet Chriſt tells 
usof all other Afts of Worſhip,which the Church of Rome thinks 
may be ſeparated from atria, and therefore given to Crea- 
tures, Thow ſhalt worſhip the Lord thy God, and him only ſhalt thou 


ſerve. 

I added, that to prevent the Worſhip of Inferior Dzmons, 
who were worſhipped as Mediators to the Supreme God, God 
advances his own to be the Univerſal Mediator, and the 
Supreme and Soveraign Lord of the World, that all Mankind 
ſhould! make their Addreſſes and Supplications to him, and offer up 
their Prayers only in hu Name, that in him they ſhould find accey- 
tance, and in weorher Name. Hence he concludes, that I charge 
the Church of Rome, (though I did not mention her) that 
they. offer not their Prayers only in the Name of Chrift, that in him 
they may find acceptance. And this he calls 'a Milrepreſenta- 
tion 5 and: Þ will venture to be a Miſrepreſenter far once, 
and charge them with ie: for if they pray-ro God in the Name 
and Merits of Saints and the bleſſed Virgin ; if they pray to 
them to: imercede for them with God, as appears in all their 
Offices , then- they do: not me only in the _ - 

wilt, 
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Chriſt , nor expe& to be accepted only for his ſake. 

I ſummed..up this Argument thus : Now this being ſo appa- 
rently. one end of Chriſt's coming into the World to ſappreſls 
the Idolatry of Creature-Worſhip,. and to confine al Religions 
Worſhip to one Supreme Being, in oppoſition to the many Gods of rhe 
Heathens, and to teach us to make our Applications to this One God, 
by One Mediator , (this, he ſays, is another Miſrepreſentation, 
that they make not their Applications to One God by One Mediator, 
which is true, if by One he means only One, for they have 
Many) in oppoſition to the Worſhip of inferior. Deities 5 can any man 
imagine, that the Worſhip of Saints and Angels and the Virgin 
Mary, can be any part of the Chriſtian Religion? which is not a 
dire&t Proof againſt the Worſhip of Saints-and Angels, but 
an Argument from what is likely, fit and congruous, and con- 
ſiſtent with our Saviour's deſign, to root out all remains and 
all appearances of Idolatry ; which makes it improbable -and 
incongruous to the utmoſt degree, that Chriſt ſhould permit 
the Worſhip of Saints and the Virgin Mary, as it is practiſed 
in the Church of Rome ; with Temples and Altars and Ima- 
ges, with Solemn Prayers and Vows, and Solemn Proceſlions, 
which has ſo much the external appearance of that Idolatrous 
Worſhip, which the Heathens paid to their Gods, that there 
is no vilible diſtintion between them- And if Chriſt intend. 
ed to root out Idolatry, it is highly tmprobable, that he would 
allow, ſomuch of the external pomp and ſhew of it, if it were 
no more : Thoſe who think this may be, may believe the 
Worſhip of Saints and Angels to be a Goſpel-Dodtine, notwith- 
ftanding this Argument 5 but 'fuch Arguments- as theſe are 
thought by moſt men to have ſome weight in them ; as for in- 
ftance, That a Man, who is very curious to preſerve his Wives 
Chaſtity, will not ſuffer her to receive all Amorous Addreſſes 
and Courtſhips from Stratgers,no not from his deareſt Friends ; 
That a Prince, who is ſo jealous of 'any Rivals and Partners, 
as to make it Treaſon to uſurp the meaneſt 'of the im/jqnia Ma- 
feſtats, will not ſuffer the greateſt Favourite to wear the Im- 
perial Crown, nor to ſit on his Throne, and receive the Ad- 
dreſſes and Homage of his Subje&s upon the knee. As I obſer- 
ved before; that how dear ſoever the Samts are to God, they are 
but his Creatures, and if Soveraign Princes will not recezye theis 
greateſt Favourites into their Throne, much leſs will God. 
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Tk - —_ of his Miſrepreſentations, that I ſay, the Pa- 
iſts, by their worſhipping Saints, Angels, and the Virgin Mary, put 
50 Fd the Throne ; God; but chis I do not ſay, but only a 
God will not take any of his Creatures into his Throne. But 
yet if giving Religious rr placed che Heathen Deities 
in Gods Throne, I would gladly be ſatisfied, why the Wor- 
ſhip of Saints and Angels ſhould not be thought to do the 
ſame : Tam ſure to worſhip Saints in the ſame Temple and ar 
the ſame Altar, and with the ſame humble Proſtcations, and 
in'the very ſame Prayers, 'that we worſhip Gad, looks very 
like placing a Favourite on the'ſame Throne with his Prince ; 
but yet this is not the diſpute, whether they do fo or not, but 
whether it be not (o like it, thatit is unreaſonable to think, that 
Chriſt, who came to root out all Idolatry, will allow or com- 
mand it. 
\- Another kind of Idolatry the Heathens were fond of, was, 
the Worſhip of Images and PiQures, whereby they repreſented 
their Gods as viſibly preſent with them. For.they wanted 
ſome material repreſentations of their Gods, in which they 
might, as it were, {ce them preſent, and offer up their Petitions 
to them, and-court-them with ſome viſible and ſenſible honours. 

To cure this kind of Idolatry. under the Law, though God 
forbad the Worſhip of Images, yer he appoints them to erect a 
Tabernacle or Temple, where .he would -y ws among them, 
and place the Symbols of his Preſence, the Mercy-ſeat, and the 
Cherubims covering the Mercy-ſeat ; which was a {ymbolical 
- Repreſentation of God's Throne in Heaven, where he is ſur- 
rounded with Angels, as the Holy of Holies itſelf was the Fi- 
gure of Heaven. Thus under the Law to givethem aſſurance 
of his preſence with them, though they could not ſee him, he 
had a peculiar Place for Worſhip, and peculiar Symbols of his 
Preſence, but no Images to repreſent his Perſon, or to be the 
Objeas of Worſhip. © Ic pi” 

And here I took'notite of. that Pretence of the Church of 
Rome for Image Worſhip, that the Cherubims were worſhip- 
ped by the Fes, and particularly anſwered the Arguments of 
the late Biſhop of Oxford to prove it, and it had been worthy 
of the 'Feſdite to- haye made fome' reply to this, but he was 
wiſerthar to nieddle-with ic :: among other;things, the. Biſhop 


. 


had\urged- Devid's Exhortation to the People to Honour the 
Ga 4 K 2 Ark, 
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Ark, Bow down to or worſhip his Foot-ſtool, for it ; - or be # holy, 
99 Pſalm , to prove , that the Few: worſhipped the Ch ; 
bims ; this I ſaid, was very ſtrange, when he himſelf; four Pa: 
ges before bad told us, that the Ark was Ged's Foot tool, and the 
Cherubims his Throve ; now luppole Dawid had exhorted the 
people to Worſhip the Ark, which, as he ſays, s God's Foot-ffool, 
how does this prove, that they muſt Worſhip the Cherubims, which 
are God's Throne : this he calls a miſrepreſentation, and ſo it is 
indeed, and a very groſs one too, bur, it is his own ; for. he 
repreſents this as my Argument againſt the Worſhip of ;the 
Cherubims, that -they were commanded indeed to Worſhip 
the Ark, which was God's Foot-ſtool, but.not the Cherubims, 
which were his Throne : whereas I never granted, that by the 
Foot-ftool of God was meant the Ark, buvall that I faid was, 
that if the Ark, as the Biſhop affirmed, was meant by God's 
Foot-ſtool, and the Cherubims were his'Fhrone, thenthough 


there had been ſuch a Command to wo,, '> God's 'Foottool, 


this could not prove the worſhip of the & , 2rubims, which in 
his Divinity were not the Foot-ſtoal, but the Throne of God. 
This he could not be ignorant of, becauſe I expreſly proved, 
that bythe Foot-ſtool of God could not be meant the Ark, for 
the Ark 'was in the Holy of Holies, which was a kigure of 
Heaven ; and neicher the Heaven, nor any thing in ic, but 
the Earth is in Scripture called God's Foor-ſtol ; .as the P/almiſt 
expreſly _ it to Zios and the Holy Hill. And this I ob- 
ſerved, is a ſufficient confutation of his Expoſition of the words, 
to bow dawn to, or worſhip bs Foot-ftool; for Mount Zion or the 
Holy Hill was not the Obje& of Worſhip, nor Symbol of 
God's Preſence ; but there God was preſent, and that was rea- 
fon enough to worſhip him at bs Foot ſtool, and athis Holy Hill, as 
our Engliſh Tranſlation reads ic. | 

I added, Suppoſe the Jews were to dire} their Worſhip towards 
the Mercy-ſeat, which was covered by the Chernbims, where God 
had promiſed to be preſent, how are the .Cherubims concerned mn this 
Worſhip ? the Wil was paid only to God, thaugh diretted to God, 
as peculiarly preſent in that place, which is no more than 10 lift wp 
our eyes and bands to Heaven, where the Throne of God is, when we 


pray to bim : but, he adds, the very Image (for nap) of Cbrf 
crucified, is the Obje fam Worſhip of ra whic Cty 
true; bur he ſhould have given my own words. Aline 


- 
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had ſaid, that bowing to or toward: any thing, was the ſame 
thing ; this I granted, if they bowed to or cowards any thing 
a5 the Obje& of Worthip ; and therefore had the Few: either 
bowed ro or towards the Cherubims as the Objects of their 
Worſhip, as the Papiſts bow to or cowards their Images, they 
had been equally guilty of Idolatry, and the breach of the Se- 
cond Commandment; but when bowing to ſignifies bowing to 
an Obje&t of Worſhip, and bowing rowards ſignifies bowing to 
this Obje& of Worſhip, only towards ſuch a place, where he 
is peculiarly preſent, this makesa vaſt difference. And this he 
calls a Mibepraſncation, that I ſay, Tags bow to their Images 
#: Objees of Worſhip ; but this has been ſo often proved upon 
them in the ſeveral Anſwers to the Repreſenter and 2. de 
Meaux and his Vindicator, that it would be as fooliſh in me to 
prove it again, as it is impudent in him to deny it. 


But Iobſerved farther, that in the Goſpel God has provided - 


a more effettual remedy againſt Image-Worſhip in the Incarna- 
tion of bis Son. Mankind have been always fond of ſome vi- 
ſible Deity, and becauſe -God cannot be ſeen they have gra- 
tihed their ſuperſtition by making ſome viſible Images and Re- 
preſentations of an inviſible God : Now to take them off from 
mean corporeal Images and Repreſentations, which are both a 
diſhonour to the Divine Nature and debaſe the Minds of Men, 
God has given us a viſible Image of himſclf; has clothed his 
own Eternal Son wich Humane Nature, who zs the righta of 
bis Father's Glory, and the expreſs Image of bus Perſon---= No 
when (God has given us a vitble Image of himſelf, his eternal 
andincarnate Son, whom we may worſhip and adore, can we 
think he will allow us to worſhip material and ſenſible Images 
of Wood and Stone? And here the Jeſuite finds another Miſ- 
repreſentation, that by the Incarnation God is wiſibly repreſented 
to me.413 .0u7 nature, but the Papiſts not contented with this contrary 
to_a<e evige of Ged, made man, make and adore other Images of 
God. he has concealed what my Argument was, butthe 
thing is'true: that though God gave us a viſible Image of him- 
ſelf to cure the Idolatry of Image-Worſhip, yer this is ſtill re- 
tained and practiſed in the Church of Rome. 

In ing-up this Argument, I faid, Since it was one 
main deſrgn Chiſts rance to root out Idolatry, is it 


credible, that'the Worſhip of Saints and Angels and the _— 
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ary, the Worſhip of Images and Reliques, as it is praiſed 
111 the Church of Rome, ſhould .be any part of the Chriſtian 
Worihip, or allowed by the Goſpel of our Saviour? if Creature- 
Worthip and Image-Worſhip were fo offenſive to God, here i; 
:hbe Worſhip of Creatures and Images ſtill, and therefore all the vi. 
/ible 1delatry, that ever was prattiſed in the World before. This 
is another of his Miſrepreſentations, but very true. No un- 
derſtanding Papiſt, that has any modeſty, can deny, that they 
worſhip Creatures and Images, for that they ſhould be wor. 
ſhipped is determined by their own Councils ; now if there 
be any ſalvo to deliver the Church of Rowe from the guilt of 
Idolatry in worſhipping Creatures and Images, when the Hea- 
thens were Idolaters for doing it, yet here 1s the viſible Wor- 
ſhip of Creatures and Images, that is, all that was viſible in 
the Idolatry of the Heathens. This was ny Argument to 
ſhew how improbable it was , that Chriſt, who came to ex. 
tirpate all Idolatry, ſhould ſtill allow the external and viſible 
Worſhip of Creatures, which if ir be not Idolatry, yet is all 
that was viſible in the Idolatry of the Heathens: and ic had 
better become him to have anſwered this Argument, than to 
have called it a Miſrepreſentation. 

I obſerved farther. That the great difference the Papiſts 
Can pretend between their Worſhip of Saints and Images, and 
what the Heathens did, whereby to excuſe themſelves from 
Idolatry, notwithſtanding they worſhip Creatures and Ima- 
ges as the Heathens did, is that they have better Notions of 
the Worſhip of Saints and Angels and Images than the Hea- 
thens had ; but I faid, whether they had or no, would be 
hard to prove: The Pagan Philoſophers made the ' ſame cdgs 
for their Worſhip of Angels and Demons, and Images, which the 
learned Papiſts now make, and whether unlearned _— have not 
as groſs Notions, about the Worſhip of their Samts and Images, as the 
unlearned Heathens had is ery doubtful, and has been very much 
fuſpeted by learned Romanifts themſelves. This he puts down for 
another Miſrepreſentation, though all learned men know. it 
to be true. Had he ever read Origen againſt Ce!/ar, he would 
have known, that that Philoſopher had taught the Roman Do- 
ors, how to defend the Worſhip of Saints ahd , and 
that the Father had confuted them long fince ; and had he 


looked into Vives upon St. Auſt. de Civitate Des, his —_ _ 
ound 


* — 


a 


the Preſervative anainft POPERY. 


© 


found thatlearned Man make no great difference berween un- 
learned Chriſtians and Heathens as to theſe matters, to nams 
no more at preſent. 

I added, Can we think, that Chriſt, who came to make a more 
perfett reformation, ſhould only change their Country-Gods mto Saints 
and Angels and the Virgin Mary, and give new Names to their 
Statues and Images? This he calls a Miſrepreſentation too, tho' 
it neither repreſents nor miſrepreſents any body, that I know 


of, but only argues, what Chriſt was likely to do. For had. 


Chriſt only forbad the Worſhip of Pagan Gods, and ſer upthe 
Worſhip of Saints, it had not been to extirpate Creature-Wor- 
ſhip, but only to change thoſe particular Creatures, who were 
to be Obje&s of Worſhip, and inſtead of the Images of Fupiter 
and Bacchws to ſet up Images to Saints. 

Thus I have conſidered the Miſrepreſentations charged upon 
the firſt Se&#ion of the Preſervative ; as for his own repreſenta- 
tion of the Faith and Practice of the Catholicks, as to their 
Worſhip, I am'not concerned with it. There are a great many 
late Treatiſes, wherein thoſe Matters are fully debated. Such 
as, The Dottrines and Prattices of the Church of Rome truly repre- 
ſented. The Objet# of Religious — The Anſwer to Papiſts 
proteſt ing againit Proteſtant Popery. e late Anſwers to 24, de 
Meaxx and his Vindicator ; and a Book, which this Jeſuite has 
ſome reaſon to know, The Primitive Fathers no Papiſts, And to 
theſe I refer my Reader, who needs any farther ſatisfaction. 


- SECT, II, 
Concerning the great Love of God to Mankind, &c. 


HE has found but ſix Miſrepreſentations and Calumnies in 
this Se&ion, which is pretty moderate 5 and ſome few 
Arguments againſt Purgatory, and our recourſe to Saints for 
their Prayers ; which he ſays he has colle&ted, (not one omitted) 
but when I read them over, I could notfind any oneof them: 
I confeſs, it is a very dull and troubleſom task to anſwer him 
for he tranſcribes ſeveral Paſſages out of my Book, without 
ting their connexion with what goes before or what 
or without telling, what their fault is, or offering one 
word to confute them; that whoever will but take the pains 
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to put every Sentence into its proper place, will need no other 
anſwer. And this Iſhall do, as briefly as I can. . | 

Having ſhewn, what great aſſurance the Goſpel of our $a- 
viour gives us of the love of God to ſinners, I came to ſhew, 
how irreconcilable the Do&trine of Purgatory, and the Invoca- 
tion of Saints and Angels, as our Mediators with God, is with 
the Goſpel-Notion of God's Love, and that Security it gives us 
of Pardon, through the Merits and Interceffion of Chriſt. 

1. The Do&rine of Purgatory, where the Paniſhments are 
as ſevere as in Hell itſelf, only of a leſs continuance, and yer 
they may laſt ſome thouſand Years, unleſs their Friends or the 
Prieſts be more merciful to them. This I {aid was a barba- 
rous Dodrine, and fo inconſiſtent with the Goſpel-Account 
of God's Love, that it is not reconcilable with any Notion of 
Love and Goodneſs; you may call it Fuſtice, you may call it 
Vengeance, if you pleaſe, but Love it is not. Thele words he 
Cites as an Argument againſt Purgatory, without repreſenting 
on what it is founded, wiz. that glorious dilcovery of Goll's 
love to ſinners in the Goſp2l of Chrift : now if to damn men, 
whoſe ſins are pardoned , for. a thouſand or two thouſand 
Years, (for ſo long ſure a man may lie in Purgatory, or elle 
the Pope is a great Cheat for ſelling Pardons for ten and twen- 
ty thouſand Years, if no man be in danger of lying one thou- 
and Years in Purgatory) I fay, if this be not reconci 
with the Goſpel-Notion of God's Love, then Purgatory can be 
no Goſpel-Do@rine. This Argument he never mentions, and 
never pretends to anſwer in his Catholick Dofrine of Purgatory, 
He ſays the Do@rine of Purgatory is God's Fuſtice, tempered 
with Infinite Mercy : but I deſire him to ſhew me, where this 
Infinite Mercy is, to torment a humble, penicent, pardoned 
finner for ſome thouſand Years in Purgatory ? I believe I ſpoke 
the ſenſeof Mankind, whenT ſaid, I ſhould rather chuſe tofull.into 
nothing, when I die, than to endure a: thou/and Tears tormenti 50 be 
bappy for ever ; for humane nature cannot bear the thoughts of rhas > 
Thus he ſeverely cenſures, and ſays, that man is umworthy. ever: to 
ſee the face of God, who deelares with Dr. Sherlock, that did: God 
offer him the eternal paſſe;];on of himſelf on this condition,: that he 

ud faſt ſuffer @ thouſand yeers, he would abſolutely i ry F 
with he had kept to my own wards, for Lnever would ſuppoſe 
la much Blaſpemy, as that God ſhould offer ——_— 
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himſelf upon ſuch terms, but'T am of the ſame mind ftill ; though 
I prefer the enjoyment of God before all the World, and would» 
ſuffer all the Miferies and Calamities of this Life to obtain it, 
yet a thouſand years torment in Purgatory, which is as intolera- 
ble as Hell, is a temptation to'big for humane Nature ; and if 
moſt men think as I do, I believe moſt men will be at a loſs to 
find out the infinite Mercy of Purgatory. 
I obſerved, that there are two extravagant Notions whereon 
the Dodrine of Purgatory ts founded. + 
1. That God may forgive- fins, and-yet punifh us for them, 
for no man Can go into Purgatory according to the Dodrine of 
the Church of Rome, "whole fins are not already forgiven, and I 
appealed to all mankind, how irreconcileable theſe two are, to for- 
give and to puniſh. For what is it men are afraid of when they 
have ſinned ? Is it not that they fhall 'be punifhed for it * What « it, 
men deſire, when they deſire pardon ? '[s it not, that they may not be 
puniſhed ? Which ſhews, that no man thinks, he is forgiven, 
when he is puniſhed. Here he repreſents me to ſay, That men 
deſire nothing when they ack pardon , but meerly not to be puniſhed ; 
which declares, that they:value not God's love and favour as Children, 
but meerly fear the laſh like Slaves. ButT never ſaid any ſuch thing. 
Does it totlow, that becauſe all men, who deſire pardon, deſire 
not to be puniſhed, that therefore they delice no more ? and yet 
pardon in its ſtri& notion ſignifies only the remiflion of puniſh- 
ments ; that pardoned Sinners ſhall be rewarded too, is the a- 
bundance of Grace through Jeſus Chriſt : but yet I ſay, the firſt 
a& of God's love is not to puniſh, and he who values God's lovs 
and favour, in'the firſt place deſires not to be puniſhed : for this 
was the Argument I inſiſted on, that ſuch a Notion as this, that 
God pardons Sinners, and yet puniſhes them ſome thouſand years 
in Pu _— is inconſiftent with God's goodnels declared by his 
Son Jeſus Chriſt ; for no man thinks ſuch a pardon an expreflion 
of love, which does not remitthedebt nor the puniſhment. That 


it is in our power, as he lays, to attain Salvation without ſuffering in p;zq, y, 19, 


Purgatory, makes Purgatory no more an a& of goodneſs, than 
Hell is, which ir is in our power by the Grace of God to eſcape 
too : but the beſt account he gives of God's goodneB with reſpe&t 
to Purgatory is this :' That God reftores bis favour to ws, before our 
bearts be as perfeftly converted to him as his juſtice might well require : 
that'is, he takes us into his favour, before we have thoroughly 
repented of our-ſins and reformed them, but then Purgatory-ics 
L mu 
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muſt expiate the defeats of our repentance and reformation : now 

«this is a great deal more and a great deal leſs than the Goſpel 
reaches us of God's love to Sinners. For the Goſpel promiſes no 
mercy to any, but to true penitent and reformed Sinners, and 
theretose to receive men into. favour before their hearts are thus 
perfettly converted, (which I ſuppoſe he means of an Evangelical 
not of a Legal Perfe&tion of Converſion, thatis, true and ſincere 
Repentance) is more mercy than the Goſpel promiſes ; and to 
torment ſuch men in Purgatory, who are received to favour, is 
a great deal leſs ; and it is ſomewhat hard to- underſtand the fa- 
vour of a thouſand years puniſhment, though ict may be thought 
favour to receive Sinners, before they are pertetly converted, 
And yet he has told the plain truth of the eaſe ; for this is the on- 
ly thing, that can reconcile men to.the thoughts of Purgatory, or 
make them think it an A& of Grace, that it is in exchange for 
the pleaſuresof Sin, which they are ſo very fond of ; and thoſe 
who will venture Hell to enjoy their Luſts, may well think it an 
Ac of Grace to. turn Hell imo Purgatory: but this is not the 
Goſpel repreſentation of God's love to Sinners ; which is to par- 

- don none bur true Penitents, and not to. puniſh. thole in the next 
World, who are actually pardoned. 

I granted, ic is ſomething, To exchange the eternal puniſhment of 
Hell, which # due to ſin, into the temporal puniflment of Purgatory, 
but askt, Whether it would not have been. a more perfe& expreſſion of 
loue and goodneſs to have remitted the temporal Jun ment alſo of, it 
may be, ſome thouſand years torment in Purgatory * Whether this might 
not have been expetted. under a. Diſpenſation of the mo#t perfect Love ? 
Hind. from that God, who ſent bu only begotten Son into the World ta 
fave Sinners *? This is. the force of the Argument, which. the Je- 
ſuite conceals, that though Purgatory be more mercy than Hell, 
yet it does not anſwer that: repreſentation the Goſpel makes of 

- God's infinite. love and bwoudhe ran for penitent Sinners through 
Jeſus Chrift.. | 

2. I obſerved, that in Purgatory, God- does not only puniſh 
thoſe whom he has pardoned, but he ppniſhes for no other reaſon 
bur Puniſhments-ſake. For thus the Romen Doors tell us, that 
the Souls in Purgatory: are in a.ſtate of Pardon, and in a ſtate of 
perte& Guace,. that they ſuffer. the: pains of Purgatory not to 
purge away any. remains of Sin,. or to-purifie and refine them, 
and makethem more fit for Heaven, but only tobear the puniſh- 
MENT. due to. gin, for which they, had made no-datisfaRion: whe 
| » 
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they lived : now Idare boldly affirm, this is irreconcileable with 
any degree of love and goodneſs : a juſt puniſhment reſpe&s 
the guilt of Sin, but there is no guilt when the Sin is pardoned 
to make it an Ad of Goodnels, it muſt reſpe& the reformation 
of the Sinner, which cannot be, when he is in a perfe& ſtate of 
Grace and needs no amendment ; and ſuch puniſhments as nei- 
ther reſpe& the guilt of Sin, nor the reformation of the Sinner, 
are neither juſt nor good, which is the exat Notion of Purgato- 

This he ſets down as a Miſ-repreſentation (p. 68.) but does 
not tell us why : this Doctrine is taught by Rowan Divines, as I 
ſuppoſe he knows, or if he don't, let him conſult Belarmin or 
ſuch good Catholick Writers. 

I ſummed up this Argument thus : Our Proteſtant need not 
diſpute much about Purgatory ; let him only ask a Popiſh Prieſt, 
How the Dodrine of Purgatory can be reconciled with that ſta- 

ndious love of God declared to penitent Sinners in his Son Je- 
us Chriſt 2 For it is a contradiction to the Notion of Goodneſs a- 
mong men, to infli& ſuch terrible puniſhments in meer Grace 
and Love, even when the ſin is pardoned and the Sinner recon- 
ciled, and no longer in a ſtate of diſcipline and trial. This is the 
forceof = Argument, and here the Jeſuite, if he likes it, may 
try his skill. 
hn Another Argument I urged againſt Purgatory was 
this, that it deſtroys or weakens that ſecurity the Goſpel hath 
given Sinners of their Redemption from the Wrath of God, and 
the juſt puniſhment of their Sins. And that upon two accounts. 

I. As it deſtroys mens hopes in the Merits of Chriſt, and the 
Atonement and Expiation of his Blood. For if the Blood of 
Chriſt does not deliver us from the puniſhment of Sin, what le- 
Curity isthis to a Sinner ? Yes, you'll ſay, Chrif# has redeemed «8 
from eternal, though not from temporal — and therefore pe- 
nitent Sinners ſhall not be eternally damned. This he puts down 
as a Miſ-repreſencation, p. 67. and lays, p. 73. That Chri#t truly 
obtained remiſſion from all temporal as well as eternal pain, and that 
whoever « regenerated by Baptiſm, he not only w. not adjudged to eter- 
nal torments, but neither doth he ſuffer after death any Purgatory 
pains , if be die in that ſtate of recovered innocency. This 1 granc 
they own, that unleſs men fin after Baptiſm, they are neither in 
danger of Hell nor Purgatory ; and yer it is evident they deny 
chat Chrilt has expiated the temporal puniſhments due to lin ei- 


ther in this World, or in Purgatory ; for if he had, there were 
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an end both of the Popiſh Sacrament of Penance and Purgatory”: 
and if Chriſt by his death had expiated the remporal puniſhments 
of ſin, I would defire to know, why the temporal puniſhment 
of ſin is not as well remitted by the Sacrament of Penance, as 
by Baptiſm ; ſince the expiation of Chriſt's Blood, as they pre- 
tend, is applied to us in both : and therefore this is a meer fal- 
or - for though a Sinner in Baptiſm is delivered from all pu- 
niſhment duc to ſin, yet he is not in a proper ſence delivered 
from what they call' the temporal puniſhment of fin, for there 
was no ſuch puniſhment due to ſin before Baptiſm. Hell, not 
Purgatory,is the puniſhment of all ſin before Baptiſm, and there- 
fore a baprized Perſon is delivered by Chriſt from Hell, which 
is the only puniſhment due to Sins betore Baptiſm ; and if he die 
before he commits any actual fin after Baptiſm, he eſcapes Pur- 
gatory and goes immediately to Heaven, not becauſe Chriſt's 
death has delivered him from the temporal pains of Purgatory, 
but becauſe he had done nothing to deſerve it. For what they 
call the temporal puniſhment of ſin is only the pains of Penance, 
and no man is capable of the Sacrament of Penance, who is not 
a baptized Chriſtian ; and yet Purgatory is of the ſame nature 
with the pains of Penance, for there men compleat the expiation 
of their ſins by enduring the pains of Purgatory , which was 
wanting to perfe@ their Penance in this World. And therefore 


| Baptiſm does not remit the temporal puniſhment of ſin, becauſe 


there is none duetill men ſin after Baptifm : it can no more re- 
mit the temporal pains of Purgatory, than the temporal pains of 
Penance, which none but a baptized Sinner is obnoxtous to: and 
therefore it is falſe ( according to their Do&rine ) to ſay, That 
Chri#t obtained remiſſion from all temporal, as well as eternal pain, utt- 
leſs they will ſay, that Chriſt obtained remiflion of the pains of 
Penance , and then farewel Penance and Purgatory together, 
And this very bottom our Jeſuite ſets it on, p. 75. where hetells 
us, Thoſe who ſay, that it were a greater mercy in God to remit all the 
puniſhment due to ſin, blame Chriſt for Preaching Penance, and account 
him on that ſcore leſs merciful : which juftifies what I ſaid, that the 
pains of Purgatory anſwer the pains of Penance, and therefore 
this temporal puniſhment of ſin, was not expiated by the Death 
of Chriſt no more then Penance is :' and when he can prove, 
that Chriſt Preached ſuch Penance as this, we will acknowledge 
Purgatory. 

But to return ; I deſired to know, how any man can be _ 
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fied from Scripture, that Chriſt by his death has delivered us from 
eternal puniſhments,if he have not delivered us from the temporal 
puniſhments of fin in the next World. For if thoſe Texts which 
proveour Redemption by the Death of Chriſt, do not prove, that 
Chriſt has redeemed us from che whole puniſhment dve to ſin in 
the next World, they prove nothing, and then there is not one 
place of Scripture to prove, that Chriſt has redeemed us from 
eternal puniſhments. For if Chriſt's dying for our ſins, making a= 
tonement for ſin, being a propitiation through faith in hs blood ; if re- 
miſſion and forgiveneſs of ſins, being juſtified, having peace with God, 
being reconciled to God, and ſaved from wrath, do not ſignifie taking 
away the puniſhment of ſin, I deſire one Text to prove, that a 
Sinner who is pardoned and juſtified ſhall-not be eternally puniſh- 
ed forſin: and if they do ſignifie taking away the puniſhment 
of ſin, how can a Sinner, who is pardoned and juſtified be pu- 
niſhed for his ſins, ſo that theſe Scriptures either prove, that there 
is no ny: or they cannot prove, that we ſhall be delivered 
from Hell. This Argument he ſlightly mentions, p. 69, but has 
ſo much wit as to ſay nothing to it. 

I asked farther, whether there are two kinds of puniſhments 
due to ſin, temporal and eternal, of ſuch a diſtin& nature that 
the promiſe of forgiveneſs does not include both, nay that God 
cannot forgive both, that God can only forgive eternal puniſh- 
ment, but the Sinner himſelf muſt endure the temporal. If this 
were the caſe, I would grant, the promiles of forgiveneſs could 
extend only to eternal puniſhments ; but if the Curle of the Law 
be eternal death, and all other puniſhments are only parts of the 
Curſe and a partial execution of it, then to forgive eternal pu- 
niſhments muſt include the forgiveneſs of temporal puniſhments 
as parts or branches of it: and this I ſhewed was the cale here, 
that there is no other threatning in all the Goſpel againſt ſin, but 
eternal death, and therefore all other punifhments are inflicted by 
vertue of this Law, as included in ic ; and conſequently he who 
is delivered from this Curſe of the Law, from erernal puniſhments, 
is delivered from the whole puniſhment due to ſin , though not 
from correction and diſcipline, which is not properly the Curſe 
of the Law, nor the Wrath of God. A little piece of this he 
Cites, p. 69, but without an anſwer, In his following harangue 
indeed for Purgatory, he endeavours to prove by ſome examples 
of God's puniſhing thoſe, whoſe ſins were forgiven, and by ſome 


Sayings of the Fathers, that after the guilt of fin is forgiven, there 
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remains an obligation to undergo puniſhment ; but theſe have 
been anſwered often enough, and are no Anſwer to the Argu- 
ment-of the Preſervative, and therefore I am not concerned about 
Them. 
I asked farther, why they call Purgatory, which is a Place of 
iſhment in the other World, a temporal puniſhment? which 
15 an abule of the Language of Scripture, which makes this World 
temporal, and the next World eternal. The things which are ſeen 
are temporal, but the things which are not ſeen areeternal : and there- 


fore-temporal puniſhments ſignifie the puniſhments of this World, 


but the unſeen puniſhments, as well as the unſeen rewards, of the 
next World are eternal 3 which is a demonſtration, that there is 
no Purgatory,unleſs it be eternal. This he thus repeats, £:69- The 
things which are ſeen (that is, of this World) are temporal ; but the 
things, which are not ſeen (that is, of the next World) are eternal. This 
is a demonſtration, that there is no Purgatory : which is both tocon- 
ceal the force of the Argument, and to pervert it ; for he ſhould 
at leaſt have added, . there is no Purgatory, wnleſ it be eternal, 
But his anſwer to this is extremely pleaſant, p. 76. St. Paul we- 
wer taught that all things, that are not ſeen, or of another World, are 
eternal, or elſe God would he eternally judging, and ſo never rewarding 
his Servants , or puniſhing his Enemies, But it is plain the Apoſtle 
by things that are ſeen, or not ſeen, ſignifies things which are to 
be enjoyed or ſuffered by us, not any tranſient As of God or 
Creatures ; and thus if there be any ſuch thing as Purgatory in 
the other World, gt muſt be eternal. 

To this I added » The ſtate of the next World is called either 
life or death, eternal life, or eternal death. Thoſe who believe in 
Ebri#t ſhall never die. Now I deſire to know the difference be- 


© tween living and dying and periſhing in the next World. For bad 


men do not ceaſe to be, nor lole all ſenſe in the next World, 
no more than good men; and therefore life can only ſignifie a 
ſtate of happineſs, and death a ſtate of nay Now if good 
men muſt not periſh, muſt not die in the next World, they muſt 
not go to Purgatory, which is as much periſhing, as mach dying, 
as Hell, though not ſo long. This he thus recites, p. 69. Who 
believes in Chrift, ſhall never die ; therefore good men mu#t not go 
#0 Purgatory, which is as much periſhing and dying as Hell, but not ſo 
omg. Which you lee, is ſtill to conceal the force of the Argu- 
ment, but the comfort is, he ſays nothing againſt it, unleſs his re- 
peating ic mult paſs for a confutation. But he immediately 
adds, 
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adds, as if it were in the ſame period ; otherwiſe Purgatory may be 
everlaſting life for all I know, and ſo the pains of it eternal. But this 
is ſeveral periods off, In ſumming up this Argument I inquired, 
how a Papiſt, who believes a Purgatory-fire, wherein he ſhall be 
tormented (God knows how long} for his ſins, can prove, that a 

nitent ſinner ſhall not be damned for his ſins- After other 
proofs, which, I thought, ir was reaſonable for them to urge, 
(and I am ſure they can urge no better) I alledged this in their 
behalf; that Chriſt has promiſed, that rboſe who believe in him, 
ſhall not Jon but have everlaſting life : and that proves, that the 
pains of Purgatory cannot be for ever, for then Chriſt could not 
perform his promiſe of beſtowing everlafting life on them : To 
this I anſwer, So I confeſs one would think, and fo I ſhould have 
thought alſo, that when Chriſt promiſed, that ſuch believers 
ſhould not periſh, and ſhould never die, that he meant, that ſuch 
men ſhould not go to Purgatory : but if fallng into Purgatory, be 
wor perifonng and not dying, it may fting life too, for ought I 
know, then the pas. of Purgatory may be eternal. 

I hope the Reader is by this time ſenſible, how eaſie it is to ren- 
der any Diſcourſe ridiculons by taking half Sentences, and joyn- 
ing Sw paſſages together, which have no connexion and de- 

ance. 

I obſerved farther, Thatthe Dodrine of Purgatory deſtroys our 
hope and confidence-in the mediation of Chriſt; as it repreſents 
him leſs merciful and compaſſionate or leſs powerful than the ne- 
ceflities of ſinners require him to be. 

1. As for his Compaſſion. Ir is nogreat ſign of tenderneſs and 
compaſlion toleave his Members in Purgatory-fire, which burns 
as hot as Hell. Could I believe this of our Saviour, I ſhould bave 
wvery mean thoughts of his kindneſs, and not much rely on him for any 
thing---- it © 4 wonderful thing to me, that when a merciful man 
cannot ſee a Beaft in torment without relieving it, it fhould be thougbt 
conſiſtent with the mercy and compaſſion of our 'Saviour, to ſee us burn 
in Purgatory for Years and Ages. Part of this he repeats, and I 
ſuppo thought all the World would take it for an ill ſaying, 
and therefore leaves it, as he found ir; but I ſhall ftand to ir, til. 
he confutes it. 

2. If it be notwant of Compaſſion, it muſt be want of Power 
in our Saviour to help- us: ----- and if he want Power to deliver 
from Purgatory, I ſhould morequeſtion his Power to deliver from 
Hel ; for that is the harder of the two ; if bu Blood conld'mur: ex- 
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plate for rhe temporal puniſhment of ſm, which the Merits of ſome ſa- 
pereregating Saints, or the Pope's Indulgencies , or the Prieſts Maſſes © 
can redeem us from, how cou!d it make- expiation for eternal puniſh- _ 
ment ? if 1s interest in the Court of Heaven cannot do the leſs, how 
can it do the greater ? This he callsa Miſrepreſentation, and truly 
as he has recited ir, it is a very great one. P. 68. That the Blood of 
Christ could nct expiate for the temporal puniſhment of ſin, which the 
Atrits of [ome ſupererog ating Saints, or the Prieſt"'s Maſſes, or Pope's In- 
dulgencies can redeem ns from ; how then can that Blood make expiation / 
for eternal puniſhment ? I ſay, if it cannot do one, which is the 
Qreater, much leſs can it do the other, which is the leſs ; he makes 
me ſay, that ic cannot do one, which is the leſs, and therefore 
cannotdo the greater : This is Popiſh Liberty of Conſcience with 
a witnels. eye 
From the Doctrine of Purgatory, I proceeded to the Invoca- 
tion of Saints and Angels, ampur Mediators 5; whether this dogs 
not lo diſparage the GraWdf the Goſpel, the Love of Gag, 
and of our Mediator and Adyocate Jeſus Chriſt, to penitent ſin- 
ners. | 
Now I obſerved r. with reſpe& to God ; That noman can he- 
lieve, that God is ſo very gracious to ſinners forthe ſake of Chriſt, 
who ſeeks to lo many Advocates and Mediators to intercede for 
him with God. To 1magine, that we want any Mediator with God, 
but only our High-Prie#t, who mediates in wertue of his Sacrifice, is a 
reproach to the Divine Goodneſs. This the Jeſuite recites, but what 
he has to- ſay. to it, he does not tell us. . I there ſhewed at large 
that God does not want Entreaties to do good, though his Wil- 
dom and Juſtice may requirea Sacrifice and a High-Prielt to make 
atonement for ſin. | | 
To prevent that obvious Objection, that God commands us to 
Pray for one another on Earth ; I obſerved, that this is not by way 
of Intere#t and Merit, as the Church of Rome pretends the Saints in 
Heaven Pray for us, but by Humble Supplications, which I ſhewed 
was very reconcilable with the Wiſdom and Goodneſs of God ; 
from thoſe excellent ends it ſerves in this World ; this he calls a 
Miſrepreſeneation, p. 68. but I pray why ? do not they Pray to 
God in the Namg and Merits of the Saints? are not all their Offices 
full of ſuch Prayers? do they think the Saints in Heaven Pray 
only as humble Supplicants, when the very reaſon the Coundcil 
of Trent gives, why they ſhould fly to their Aid and Suecors, is, .. 
that they Reign with Chrift ? do they not, as he adds, zake the 
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Virgin Mary, Angels and Saints for Mediators to incline God to be 
good to peculiar perſons ? which he calls another Miſrepreſenta- 
tion ; why then do they Pray fo frequently and devoutly to 
them 2 why do they tell of ſo many miraculous Delive- 
rances wrought by the Virgin Mary in favour of her Clients, 
and of other Saints in favour of their Devotoes ? Engliſh Prote- 
ſtants know theſe things too well, to be impoſed on at this time 
of day by the bawling and confidence of an ignorant Jeluite. 

2. I obſerved, That ic is not leſs injurious to the Love of our 
Saviour to fly to the Prayers and: Aids of Saints and the Virgin 
Mary ; as if Chriſt either wants intereſt with God , or wants 
kindneſs to us, and either will not intercede for us at all, or will 
not do it unleſs he be prevailed with by the Interceflion of Saints, 
or the Entreaties or Commands of his Mother. And having 
ſhewed what aſſurance we have of the Love and Compaſlion of 
our Saviour, I added, This one would have thought ſhould have 
given the greateſt ſecurity to ſinnetKof his readineſsto help them. 
But it ſeems Chrift is not merciful and pitiful enough : his Virgin 
Mother has ſofter and tenderer Paſſions, and ſuch an mtere#t in him, 
or authority over him in the right of a Mother, (as ſome of them have 
not without blaſtbemy __— it) that ſhe can have any thing of 
him ; and thus they ſuppoſe the other Saints to be much more pitiful 
than Chri#t is, and to bave intere#t enough to protet# their Supplicants, 
or elſe it 13 not imaginable, why they ſhould need or deſire any orher Ad- 
wvocates, This he calls another Miſrepreſentation, and makes me 
jay, tha the Church of Rome profeſſes to believe all this; but I 
ſay no fuch thing, but only this is the natural interpretacion of 
their ſeeking other Advocates and Mediators beſides Chriſt: when 
he can give a better account of this Practice, I willacknowledge, 
I was miſtaken in my Argument, but am no Miſrepreſenter ; tor 
to Argue ill, and to Miſrepreſenc, are two things, as the Repre- 
ſeater himſelf, Iſuppole, has learnt by thistime. 


SECT. II.” 
An Anſwer to the Thirty Miſrepreſentations and Calumnies, 


and ſome Fanatical Principles ſaid to be offered in the Third 
and Fourth Seftions, 


P=no Jeſuite foams and rages ; and I will make him rage 
A 3 little more, before I have done with him. For bad Spirits 
are apt to rage molt, the more they 4, the power of Exorciſm, 

and 
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and then there is no way to make them quiet, but to caſt them 
Out. - 

The third Sefion of the Preſervative concerned the Nature of 
Chriſtian Worſhip, what Chriſt has reformed in the Worſhip of 
God, and what Worſhip he has preſcribed. 

2. As for the firſt, 1 ſaid, that Chriſt has taken away every 
thing that was meerly external in Religion ; not external Ads, 
nor the neceſſary external Circumſtances of Worſhip, but ſuch 
exernal Rites, as either by the Inſticution of God, or Superſtition 
of Men, were made Acts of Religion, to render us more accep- 
table ro God. This I ſhewed was agreeable to the nature of 
Chriſtian Religion, which has none of thoſe ends to ſerve, for 
which theſe external Rites were inſtituted by God under the 
Jewiſh Law, or invented by Men. For 1. There is no Expia- 
tion or Satisfaction for Sins under the Goſpel, but only the Blood 
of Chriſt, and therefore there is no- place now for any Expiatory 
Rites and Ceremonies. 2. Phe Goſpel makes no difference be- 
eween Legal Cleanneſs and Uncleanneſs, and therefore diſtin&i- 
ons of Mzats and External Waſhings and Purifications are now 
out of date. 3. Nor is there any Symbolical Preſence of God 
under the Goſpel, which puts an end to the Legal Holineſs of 
Places and Things. 4. Nor are Material and Inanimate Things 
made the Receptacles of Divine Graces and Vertues, to convey 
them to us meerly by Contact and External Applications , like 
ſome Amulets or Charms to wear in our Pockets, or hang about 
our Necks. $5.. The Chriſtian Religion admits of no External or 
Ceremonial Righteouſneſs--- Now this cuts off every thing, which 
is External-in Religion at a blow, becaule it cuts off all hopes and 
relyances on an External Righteouſneſs. - 6. Hence it appears, 

, that the Chriſtian Religion can admit nothing, that is External, 
but only ſome Fzderal Rites; fuch as the two- Sacraments of 
Baptiſm and the Lord's Supper are.--- And ſuch Rites as theſe are 
neceſſary in all inſtituted Religions, which depend upon free and 
voluntary Covenants, For ſince Maukmd has by ſin forfeited their 
watural right to God's favour, they can challenge nothing from bim now, 
but by Promiſe and Covenant, and. ſince ſuch Covenants require a-mu- 
tual ſtipulation on both ſides, they mu#t be tranſatfed by ſome wifible. and 
ſenſible Rites, whereby God obliges himſelf to us and we to him. This 
he calls a Fanatical Principle, but: why I know not. And ſays, 
that this is deftroyed by my former Principle of taking away all Rites 
that are- As of Religion.. This is a ſevere Man, who ao 
W. 
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allow me to make one Exoeption from a General Rule, which 
no man yet was ever denied yz eſpecially when I give ſuch a 
peculiar reaſon for the Exception, as is apſon to nothing 
elſe : that an inſtituted Religion is and muſt be founded on a 
Covenant, that a Covenant muſt be tranſacted by vilible and 
ſenſible Rites 3 for there cannot be a viſible Covenant, nor a 
viſible Church founded on this Covenant without viſible and 
ſenſible Rites. And this I ſuppoſe he will chink a ſufficient 
Anſwer to what he ſays. That on ths Principle I ought ts teach, 
that the mutual ſtipulation betwixt God and us muit be made by Priſerv. Con- 
his interior Graces, and our interior Worſhip, becauſe God mutt be ja. p. 86. 
worſhipped as @ meer Spirit... That God muſt bs worſhipped as 
a meer Spirit, and therefore without any external Adts of 
Worſhip I never faid, much lefs did I affiga it as my reaſon 
here againſt a meer external Worſhip, that God muſt be wor- 
ſhipped as 4 meer Spirit, but that the nature of the Chriſtian 
Religion will not admit of ſuch an external Worſhip. And yet 
if he can tell me, how this Stipulation or Covenant can be 
made betwixt God and us by interior Graces without ſome 
viſible covenanting Rite, how the Chriſtian Church, which is 
a viſible Society diſtinguiſhed from the reſt of the World by a 
viſible Covenant, can be thus viſibly incorporated by inte- 
rior inviſible Graces, I will confeſs then, that there had been 
no need; had Chriſt fo pleaſed, of any viſible Sacraments. 
He adds, upon whatever account that interior Covenant (but 
we ſpeak of an external viſible Covenant, which requires viſible 
Pledges and Seals) requires a wiſible ſenſible Mark, and our atual ; 
Communion with Chrift another, all the Cammunications of God's 
Graces to us, all our return of Worſhip and Adoration will eq 
admit of ſenſible Signs and Rites. Let us apply this then tothole 
Inſtances I gave of this external Worlkip, and ſee whether 
there be the ſame reaſon for that, as there is for ſome vilible 
figns of a viſible Covenant. The ſams reaſon and neceſlity, 
for inſtance, of ſome external Rites to expiate ſin 3 now- the 
Goſpel declares, there isno expiation of fin, but the Blood of 
Chriſt, that there is of Goſpel-Sacraments to apply the expia- 
tion of Chriſt's Death to us. The ſame. neceflity of external 
een = 
the Golpel has piit'an'end to-. i. Uncle 5. 45 f 
i of Baptiſta to walh away our _ or of the Lord's Supper 
; 2 to 
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to ſtrengthen and refreſh our Souls by a Spiritual feeding on 
the Body and Blood of Chriſt : the ſame external holineſs of 
Places to ſantifie our Worſhip, now God has declared, that 
he has no ſymbolical Preſence on Earth, the ſame neceflity of 
material and inanimate receptacles and conveyances of Divine 
Graces and Vertues, the ſame neceflity of an external and ce- 
remonial Righteouſneſs, which is ſuch a contradi&tion to the 
whole deſign of the Goſpel, as there is of the Goſpel-Sacra- 
ments to receive us into Covenant, and to convey the Ble(- 
ſings of the Covenant to us. As for external Acts and Cir- 
cumſtances of Worſhip and Adoration, I allowed the neceſlity 
of them under the Goſpel, but thefe are very different things 
from external religious Rites, and if he knows no reaſon, why 
the conveyances of Grace ſhould rather be.confined to the two 
Goſpel-Sacraments, then to Holy Water, or Agnw« Dei's, or 
the Reliques of Saints, or ſuch other Popiſh Inventions, I will 
tell him one: becauſe the Spirit of Grace is-the Spirit of Chrilt 
and derives his influences only to the myſtical body of Chriſt, 
all our Graces are the immediate influxes of the Divine Spi- 
rit, and nothing can intitle us to the Graces of the Spirit, but 
being Members of Chriſt's Body, and there are no viſible Sa- 
craments of Union to Chrift, but Baptiſm and the Lord's 
Supper; and therefore no viſible Rites of conveying: the Gra- 
ces of the-Divine Spirit to us but theſe. Again, As our Spi- 
ritual Life conſiſts in our Union to Chriſt, ſo this Union 
makes us New Creatures, for he that & im Chrif & a New 
Creature : Now there are but two things neceſlary to a New 
Creature, a new birth, and a conftant ſupply of nouriſhment 
for its increaſe and growth. Baptiſm is our Regeneration or 
New Birth, whereby we are incorporated into Chriſt's Myſti- 
cal Body, and receive the firſt Communications of a Divine 
Life from the Holy Spirit ; the Lord's Supper is the conſtant 
Food and Nouriſhment' of our Souls, wherein we receive 
freſh ſupplies of Grace, as our Natural Bodies. do new Pirits 
from the Meat we eat. Now let any man tell me, what more 
is neceſſary to a New Creature, than to be born and to be 
nouriſhed by freſh ſupplies of Grace, till'it grow up to a per- 
tet man in Chrift Jeſus : all. this is done Me us by Baptiſm 
and che Lord's Supper, and if all Divine Grace mult be deri- 
ved to us from our Union to Chriſt as the Minn 0 bl 
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Body, nothing can be more congruous than that the Sacra- 
ments of our Union to Chriſt, ſhould be the only viſible and 
external Rites of conveying all ſupernatural Grace to us : {6 
that unleſs Holy Water and Relicks, &c. be new Sacraments 
of our Union to Chriſt, they can be no Goſpel conveyances 
of Grace; and by the way, whoever well conſiders this, will 
think it little leſs than a demonſtration, that there can be but 
two Goſpel Sacraments, becauſe there are no other viſible Rites 
of nniting us to Chriſt, and conſequently of conveying luper- 
natural Grace to us, which isthe Notion of a Sacrament. But 
to proceed, 

I came to apply this Diſcourſe to Popiſh Worſhip to ſee, 
how conſiſtent it 1s with that Reformation Chriſt had made of 
the Worſhip of God under the Goſpel. And I obſerved in 
general, that whoever only conſiders the vaſt number? of Rites 
and Ceremonies in the Church of Rome, muſt conclude it as 
Ritual and Ceremonial a Religion as Judaiſm itſelf: the Cere- 
monies are as many, more obſcure , unintelligible and uſeleſs , 
more ſevere and intolerable than the Fewiſh Yoke itſelf, which Sr. 
Peter tells the Fews neither they nor their Fathers were able to bear. 
The firſt part he has nothing to ſay to, and by his filence cor 
feſles, it to be true, and that is proof enough, that it is no 
Chriſtian Worſhip. But he will by no means allow, that they 
are as ſevere and as intolerable as the Tewiſh Toke : this he calls a 
Miſ-repreſentation, and looks about to ſee, what it ſhould be, 
that is fo intolerable ; he ſuſpeRs I mean their Faſts in Lent, 
or on Fridays and Saturdays, but he is much miſtaken ;- I know 
all theſe are very eafie and gentle things in the Church of 
Rome ; or that Prayer and Almſdeeds may betheſe terrible things. 
And here he comes pretty near the matter , for I look upon it 
very intolerable to ſay over ſo many Prayers and Maſſes every 
day without underſtanding one word they ſay, which is the 
daily Task of many thouſand Priefts, who underſtand no more 
what they fay, than the People do. To part with their real 
Eſtates, many times to the great damage of their Families, out 
of a blind Devotion to.deliver their Souls from the imaginary 
Flames of Purgatory, which they call Almſdeeds: to whip and 
macerate their Bodies (if they be ſo blindly devout) with ſe- 
vere Faſts (for men may faſt ſeverely in the Church of Rome 
if they pleaſe) with long Watchings, hard Lodging, —_ 
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and expenſive Pilgrimages, not to cure, but to expiate their 
fins. He ſays, If the Ceremonies uſed in the Liturgy, he ſhould 
have ſaid in their Maſs-Book and Rituals, and Breviaries, be a 
burden, ſurely the Clergy or Religions mu5t feel the weight of it, yet 
I am ſure not one ever owned it. Is he ſure of this? Has he con- 
teflzd all the Nuns and Monks ? but if they have not owned 
ic, Have they never felt ir neither 2 Will he himſelf ſay this ? 
but ſuppole they neither felt nor owned it, May it not be as 
intolerable as the Jewiſh Law ? Did the Scribes and Phariſees, 
who were ſo fond of the Rites of Moſes, own it to be a heavy 
Yoke ? And yet does not St. Peter ſay it was ſo? Superſtition 
will bear very heavy yokes of external Rites and Ceremonies 
without complaining, to be delivered from what they think a 
more terrible yoke of morrifying and ſubduing fin, but yetthey 
-_ ny unſupportable Yokes {till to ingenuous and vertuous 
S, 

Hence I proceeded to a more particular conſideration of 
their Worſhip. 1. That moſt of their external Rites are pro- 
&ſledly intended as expiations and ſatisfactions for fin. This 
he durſt not deny, and therefore all their expiatory Rites are 
no part of Chriſtian Worſhip, which allows no expiation for 
ſin, but the Blood of Chriſt. 

Secondly, Thoſe diſtintions between Meats , which the 
Church of Rome calls faſting (for a Canonical Faſt is not to 
abſtain from Food, but from ſuch Meats as are forbid on 
faſting days) can be no part of Chriſtian Worſhip, becauſe 
the Goſpel allows of no diftintion between clean and un- 
clean things, and therefore of no diſtintion of Meats nei- 
ther ; For meat commendeth us not to God, 1 Cor. 8. 8. 

Here is another Miſ-repreſentation ; That a Canonical Faft 
xs not to abſtain from Food. Does he deny this ? Yes he ſays, 
this  moit falſe, but one Meal being allowed of on Faſting days. 
A terrible Penance this! which moſt of our Merchants, and 
Citizens endure all the year round, and eat later too general- 
ly than they do on faſting days: But is there no Repaft of 
Wine and Sweetmeats to be had at night for thoſe who can 
purchale them 2? 

I added, There is no imaginable reaſon, why it ſhould be 
an Ac of Religion, meerly to abſtain from Fleſh, if Fleſh have 
no legal uncleannels ; and if it had, we muſt all haye _ 
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Carthuſians, and never eat Fleſh more: for how it ſhould be 
clean one day, and unclean another, is not eaſfie to under- 
ſtand. This is another of his Miſ-repreſentations ; for that 
is the word, right or wrong. He ſays, I would inſmuate that thiq, 
they Fudaize. Whereas I expreſly ſaid, that they did not Ju- 
daize, but did ſomething more ab/urd : for they do not make 
ſuch a diſtintion between clean and unclean Beaſts, as the 
Law of Moſes did, and therefore are the more abſurd, in for- 
bidding to eat Fleſh, or any thing that comes of Fleſh. Bur, 
he ſays, when God by Feremy praiſes the Rechabites for abſtaining 
from Wie, was it becauſe Wine was held by them to have a legal 
wuncleanneſs? No, nor is Wine Fleſh, But, Is raming of the 
feſh, the curbing of ſenſuality, no reaſon at all for abſtinence? And 
does abſtinence confiſt meerly in abſtaining from Fleſh 2 Wil 
not good Fiſh and good Wine pamper the Fleſh too? To 
place abſtinence in dele&u ciborum , as in abſtaining from 
Fleſh, is a ſenſeleſs piece of Superſticion : if it ſerve the ends 
of Mortification, it is weH; if it be made eſſential to a Reli- 
gious Faſt, it's abſurd, and no part of Chriſtian Worſhip. 

Thus I ſhewed, 3ly, that the Church of Rome has infinite- 
y out-done the Jewiſh Law, in the Religion of holy Places, 

l 
ly 


tars, Veſtments, Utenſils, &c. which he paſles over ſilent- 
4ly. That they attribute divine Vertues and Powers to ſenſe- 

leſs and inanimate things, as us evident from that great Veneration 
they pay to . Relicks, and thoſe great Vertues they aſcribe to them : MR 
from their conſecrations of their Agnus Dei's, their Wax-Candles, 
Oyl, Bells, Croſſes, Images, Aſhes, Holy Water, for the health of 
Soul and Body, to drive away evil Spirits, to allay Storms, to head 
Diſeaſes, to pardon Venial and ſometimes mortal Sins, meerly by 
kiſſing or touching them, carrying them i their hands, wearing 
them about their necks, &C. Theſe things look more like 
Charms than Chriſtian Worſhip-—Indeed they argue, that 
ſuch men do not underſtand what Grace and Sanctificatiog 
means, who think that little Images of Wax, that Candles, 
that Oyl, that Water and Salt, that Bells, that Crofles, can be 
ſanRified by the Spirit of God, and convey Grace and Sandti- 
fication, by the ſight, or ſound, or touch, or ſuch external ap- 
plications. He 'who thinks that inanimate things are ca- 
pable: of the Sandification of the Spirit, or can convey thus Sanitife- 
cation. to us by ſome grvime and inviſible effluyiums: of Grace ; 
may. 
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may as well lodge Reaſon, and Underſtanding, and Will, and 
Paſlions, in ſenſele( matter, and receive it from them again 
by a kiſs or touch. Here are three of his thirty Mil-repre- 
ſentations all together ; and yer the Jeſuic is more tame, than 
the Devil is uſually repreſented to be, when he is frighted 
with Holy Water. Bur let us hear him: AP theſe are Miſ-re- 
preſentations of our Faith, which teaches us nothing of all thy, 
Well, however this is pretty moderate ; here is no Hector- 


_ ing yet; no Miniſter Oates, and Meiſter Sherlock. What we 


believe, ws, that nothing can free us from the guilt of any ſin, which 
zs external, and doth not affe& and change the heart. But this is 
not the no, Sir, but whether Agnw De#s, Holy Water, 
&c. can deliver from the guilt of ſin, and drive away the 
Devil, and work a great many Deliverances for us; whether 
with or without the change of heart : if they can affett and 
change the heart, that is the better way 3 and then they effe- 
&tually convey Grace, which is the thing I ſaid, and which 
he dares not deny : if they cannot forgive fin, I deſire him to 
tell his People ſo, who like that better than changing the 
heart ; and then they will purchaſe no more Agnws De?'s, nor 
trade in ſuch Roman Merchandize. But they believe, That 
all Creatures. of God are good, and that they are ſanftified by the 
Word of God and Prayer. What! to forgive Sins, to give 
Grace, to allay Storms, to drive away Devils? Was this the 
Apoſtle's meaning in thoſe words ? Is there any word of Pro- 


- miſe in the Goſpel for this? Which is the meaning of being 


ſanctified by the word. Neither doth Faith teach us, that any 
material thing hath any other than moral connexion with Grace, 
either obtained for us by the Prayers of the Church, offered for us 
at the bleſſing of thoſe things, or of thoſe bleſſed Saints whom we 
honour, and call upon by that Veneration, or by the Sacraments, ac- 
cording to the Inſtitution and Covenant of Chriſt ; but we do not 
believe , that God's Grace u inherent, but in the Souls of the 
Faithful, or that any ſin remitted, without a due diſpoſition in a 
repentant ſinner. As for the Sacraments, I have already given 
an account of their Vertue and Efficacy, that they are inſtitu- 
ted ſigns and means of our Union to Chriſt, and that intitles 
ps to the influences of the divine Grace : Whether it be a na- 
tural or moral connexion between Grace and ſuch inanimate 
things, is not the Queſtion, but it ſeem Grace is my to 
them ; 
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them z which is all I affirm : But however Grace is annexed 
to them, the conveyance of Grace from them to che Soul, by 
mzer external applications, as by lighting up, or carrying 
a conſecrated Taper, by (prinkling - Alhes on our heads, by 
ſprinkling our ſelves with Holy Water, by wearing an Agnms 
Dei, or ſome Relicks about us, &c. look as if ic was done, not 
by a moral but a natural efficacy ; for what moral eificacy 
can ſuch things have upon our minds 2? - Bur let it bz done 
how ic will, it ſeems ſuch divine Vertues and Powers are na- 
turally or morally annexed to inanimate and ſenſeleſs things, 
and naturally or morally conveyed from them to the Soul, 
by external applications,and I deſire him to ſhew me the dit- 
tzrence between ſuch Obſervances and Pagan Charms. He 
has confeſſed enough, and as much as we could deſire of him, 
when he adds, Or any Vertue to be now-a-days communicated 0- 
therwiſe by inſenſible things, than it was to the woman that touched 
the hem of Chriſt's Garments, ( tor Chriſt felt Vertue to pals from 
him, and therefore ic was a very real Communication ) or by 
the handkerchiefs of St. Paul, er ſhadow of St. Peter : And here 
were real and ſenſible effets, without any moral, but only 
natural or rather ſupernatural efficacy upon the Patient. And 
if Holy Water, and Agnms Dei's convey Grace at this rate, I 
allure you, they are very notable things. His undertaking at 
laſt to prove, Whenever required, that they uſe no other bleſſings 
( or Conſecrations of ſuch inanimate things to ſuch ſpiritual 
purpoſes) but what they find in the Records of the Primitive 
Church to have been ordered by the Apoſtles, is bold and 
brave, and [ here challenge him to make it good ; but I hope 
he will produce better Records for it, than his Homily of 
St. Auſtin of the Aſſumption of the bleſſed Virgin. 

51y. 1 obſerved farther, that all this encouraged men to 
truſt in an external Righteouſneſs. For, r. Such external 
Rites are very apt to degenerate into Superſtition. Eſpecial- 
ly, 2. When they are recommended as very acceptable to God, 
as ſatisfaftions for our ſins, and meritorious of great Rewards. 
And this is that uſe they ſerve in the Church of Rowe : They 
aſſert the neceſſity of humane ſatufattions ; and what are theſe [atu- 
fattory works ? Faſtings, Whippings, Pilgrimages, &c. all which 
men niay do, without the leaſt ſorrow for ſin, without any true De- 
votion 0 God, without mortifying ” one Luft, To make = : 
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Miſ-repreſentation, he repeats it thus : They account ſatufaFo- 


» ry works, Faftings, As of Penance, Prayers, Alms, thowgh done 


without the leaff ſorrow for ſm, &c. Whereas I ſay, they ac- 
count theſe ſatisfa&tory works, and they may be done with- 
our the leaſt ſorrow for fin. Now are not thele fatisfa&to 
works ? That he dares not deny. May not all theſe be done, 
without ſorrow for ſin? That he dares not deny neither. 
And this is all I ſaid; but then he will not allow, that they 
are ſatisfatory works, without ſorrow for ſin : I would to Go 
he could perlwade all the Members of his Church of the 
truth of this. But let me ask him one _ Are theſe 
Acts of Penance in the Church of Rome intended as expref- 
ſions of ſorrow for-ſin, or as fatisfa&tions for the puniſhment 
due to it? Are they neceſlary, before Abſolution, to qualifie 
men to receive the pardon of their ſins, as the ſigns and de- 
monſtrations of a ſincere repentance 2 or to be performed 
after the ſin is forgiven, not to expreſs our ſorrow tor fin, but 
to undergo the puniſhment of it 2 Are they always the volun- 
tary choice of the ſinner, as the expreffions of a hearty ſorrow 
are, or the ſentence of a Judge, impoſed by the Prieſt upon 
Abſolution, or by the fears of Purgatory ? Now if (uch Ads 
of Penance are only intended to fatisfie for the puniſhment, I 
think to undergo puniſhment, whether with or without ſor- 
row for ſin, does fatisfie for the puniſhment of fin : Sorrow 
may be neceſſary to Abſolution 3 but when the guile of (in is 
pardoned, if men can undergo their penance without ſorrow, 
the ſatisfaRion is never the leſs: and ſhould he promote this 
Doerine, that the works of Penance avail nothing, unleſs they 
be done with a hearty ſorrow for fin, men would not be fo 
eaſily perſwaded to undergo their Penances, eſpecially if the 
Prielt be fevere. ; 

E oblerved farther, that the true reaſon why any thinking 
men are lo fond of an external Righreouſneſs, is to excuſe 
them from true and real Holineſs of Life All 'men know, 
that in the Offices of Piety and Vertue they can never do 
more than is their duty 3 and therefore as nothing can be 
matter of merit, which is our duty, - So the 7rue intention of all 
merits and works of Supererogation, are to ſupply the place of Duty, 
and to ſatufie for their ſims, or to purchaſe a Reward, which t 
have no title to by duing their duty : that is, becaule they w_ 
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their duty. But then the Jeſuit repreſents it, as if I ſaid, They Pag. 81. 


could have mo reward for doing their duty, . and therefore they add 
works of Supererogation ; which is Jeſuit like: they may be re- 
warded for their duty, if they would do it, though they can- 
not merit by doing their duty. 
zly. I obſerved, that to make theſe meritorious and fatis- 
factory Superſtitions more eaſie, one man may fatisfie for ano- 
ther, and communicate his Merirs to him : this the Jeſuir 
confidently ſays, # @ ſham ; for each man « bound to ſatwfie for 
himſelf, fulfilling the Penances impoſed on him. Now (uppole that 
men are bound perſonally to perform thoſe Penances which 
are impoſed on them by their Prieſts in Conte{tion, what I 
ſaid was not confined to Penances impoſed in Conteflion ; 
and I preſume he will grant there are other ſatisfa&tions and 
penances neceſlary beſides theſe, Did he never hear of men, 
who have been hired to whip themſelves for ſome rich and 
reat ſinners ? toſay ſuch a number of Awve-Maries for them ? 
f one man cannot ſatisfie for another, what becomes of their 
Indulgences, which are the application of the Merits of Su- 
pererogating Saints to thoſe who need them ? 


Another Miſ-repreſentation is, that I ſay, They pay for Indul- Pag. 75+ 


ences with Money, and buy Satufations and Merits, But though 
ndulgences are not to be had without Money, it is a ſad Miſ- 
repreſentation to call this Buying, which ſhould only be galled 
Alms-deeds : but the thing is the ſame, let them call it what 
they will ; Alms-deeds, if they will call them Alms-deeds, 
and that at a ſet rate and down-right Bargain, are the price of 
Indulgences and Satisfactions 3 and if this were the reaſon of 
giving Alms, were there ſuch an expreſs Bargain and Sale in 
the caſe, I am of his mind, that every Alms-giver might with as 
much juſtice be accuſed to have bought of God bus Grace and Par- 
don for a ſum of money: 

rom hence I proceeded to ſhew, what kind of Worſhip 
Chriſt has preſcribed co his Diſciples, and the general account 
we have of it. 4 John 23, 24. But the hour cometh and now , 
when the true worſhippers ſhall worſhip the Father in ſfirit and in 
truth, for the Father ſeeketh ſuch to worſhip him : God « a ſpirit, 
and they that worſhip him, muſt worſhip him in ſpirit and in truth. 
In whichdeſcription of Goſj Wacki , there are three things 
included. 1. That we mu worſhip od under the notion 
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of a pure and infinite Spirit: 2. under the character of a Fa. 
ther. 3- With the Mind and Spirit. But he has found little - 
here to except againſt, only two or three Fanatical Principles, 
which ſhall be briefly conſidered. 
The firſt. God being a Spirit, mu#t not be ſought for in Houſes 
of Wood and Stone: becauſe he muft be worſhipped in Spirit (as a 
Spirit it ſhould be, which differ greatly) he mu#t not be worſhip- 
ped by any material or ſenſible Repreſentations (by material Images 
and Picures) thoſe words except your righteouſneſs exceeds the righ- 
teonſneſs of Scribes and Phariſees, you ſhall in no wiſe enter into the 
Kingdom of Heaven, cuts off every thing, that u external in Reli- 
jon, Here he has jumbled things together of a different na- 
cure. I ſhall begin with the laſt firſt, becauſe it concerns 
what I have already accounted for. That the Chriſtian Re. 
ligion admits of no excernal. nor ceremonial Righteouſneſs : 
the great deſign of the Goſpel being ro make us truly good, 
that we may be partakers of the Divine Nature. There is 
nothing our Lord does more ſeverely condema than an exter- 
nal and Pharaſaical Righteoulneſs--- Except your Rigbteouſneſi 
exceed the Righteouſneſs, &c. Now this (not theſe words meerly, 
but this rejeting an external Righteouſneſs) cuts off eve 
thing that is external in Religion at a blow, becauſe it cuts 0 
all hopes and reliances on an external Righteouſneſs, and I 
believE men will not be fond of ſuch Superſtitions, when the 
know, they will dp them no good. Now what is the fault 
of this? do not theſe Principles remit all Chriſtians to the ſilent 
Meetings of Quakers ? exclude finging of Pſalms ? that is, becauſe 
it excludes an external Righteouſneſs, it excludes all external 
Acts of Worſhip. Well rhym2d Father, Brains and Stairs. 
Since God will be worſhipped as a Spirir, he will now con- 
fine his peculiar Preſence to no place, as he formerly did to 
the Temple at Feruſakm,--- for though for typical reaſons he 
had a typical and ſymbolical preſence under the Fewiſfh diſpen- 
ſation, yet this was not fo agreeable to his nature, who is a 
Spirit, and will now be worſhipped as a y=_m and therefore 
mutt not now be ſought for m Houſes of Wood and Stone : This, 
ſays he, excludes the uſe of Churches rather than Barns. That is, 
becauſe God does not confine his preſence to one place, be- 
cauſe he has no ſymbolical preſence, therefore there muſt be 
no places ſet apart from common uſes for Religious Worſhip. 
| Thus, 


oh 
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Thus God will be worſhipped as a Spirit, and therefore not by 
Images, or material Repreſentations, which are ſo unlike a 
Spirit ; "that is, ſays he not by ſuch material Repreſentations 
as ſinging of Pſalms. Well guels't for a Jeſuite ! 


The ſecond Fanatical Principle is this. God and Chrift are lid. 


not preſent in the Aſſemblies of Chriſtians by a fizurative and ſymbo- 
lical Preſence: There « no (ymbolical Preſence of G»d under the Gs- 
ſpel. Though God fills all Places, it « a great ab/urdity to talk of 
more ſymbolical Preſences than one : for a ſymbolical Preſence 
confines the unlimited Preſence of God to a certain place, in order' to 
certain ends, as to receive the Worſhip, that u paid to him, and to 
anſwer the Prayers, that are made to bim; now to have more than 
one ſuch Preſence as ths, u like having more Gods than one. To 
which he anſwers, to ſay nothing of the abſurdity of ths Diſcourſe, 
which makes that Chriſtian an Adorer of two Gods, who by Faith 
adoring God in Heaven and in buy own Soul, warſhips him in both 
places, Truly he had b:tter have ſaid nothing, than nothing: 
to:the purpoſe ; for is God ſymbIlically preſzat in Heaven, 
or in ths Soulsof Mzn ? in Heaven he is really preſent, in the 
Souls of Men he is prelent by his Grace and Spirie, but in 
neicher by Symbols and Figures of his Preſence, az he was 
preſent in the Temple. But he has a terribls Argament to 
come. Doth not the deſtroy the wzry eſſence of your Sacrament, the 
Bread' and Wine in the Lord's Supper, which you own to be a {ymbo- 
lical Preſence of Chrift ? but no Place nor Obje& of Worlhip. 
And yet' though we grant the-Eachariſt -is a Symbol and Fi- 
gure of Chriſt's Body and Blood, it is no Symbol of Chriſt's 
bodily and perſonal Prefence, unleſs it bz'a Symbol of Chriſt's 
bodily Preſence on the Croſs, for it is-a Symbol only of 
Chriſt's broken Body and of his Blood ſh:d for uz; and the 
intention of ' it is not- to repreſent Ghrift bodily preſent with 
us, but to be a Memorial'of him in his bodily abſences, and 
therefore it is no ſymbolical Preſence of Chriſt ; for the Fi- 
gures and Symbols of his Body and Blood, if they be a ſym- 
\anpary Preſence, muſt. be the Symbols of his bodily Pre: 
ence. 

His third Fanatical - Principle is this. If God be better wor- 
ſhipped before an Image than-without one, then the Worſhip of God « 
more confined to that place, where the Image x. 1 cannot ſee, bow 
to avoid. this, whereas there is no appropriate place of Worſhip under 
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the Goſpel : and *tis the ſame caſe, tho' the Image be not appropriated 
to any place, but carried about with us ; for ſtill the Image makes 
the Place of Worſhip. Moſt of thee are my words, but he has 
tranſplaced them (o, as to loſe the Argument. The force of the 
Argument is this. If the Worſhip of God muſt 'not be conh:- 
ned to any Place or ſymbolical Preſence, then he muſt not be 
worſhipped by an Image, for an Image is a repreſentative 
Preſence of God, or of the Saints, and Men go to Images as 
to Divine Preſences to Worſhip ; fo that where-ever the lmage 
is, which. is a ſymbolical Preſence, whether fixt in a Church, 
or carried from one place to another, it makes ic a peculiar 
place of Worſhip, as having a ſymbolical Preſence, So'that 
the whole force of the Argument, lies upon an Image being a 
{ymbolical Preſence. And this he tells us is an Argument for all 
Diſſenters againit a Liturgy, or Set-Form of Prayer, (I luppoſe he 
means the Book of the Liturgy, or Forms af Prayer) for if 
God be better worſhipped by a Set-Form of Prayer, than without it, 
then the Worſhip of God is mare confined to that place, where that 
Set-Form of Prayer, that Set- Liturgy # uſed ; and 'tis the ſame tho' 
10 ſet place be appomnted for that Ser-Form of Prayer. Tbe Parallel 
is exatf. It is lo indeed, if he can provethe Common-Prayer- 
Book to be a {ymbolical Preſence of God, as an Image is, but 

till then it is ridiculous. 
At the concluſion of this Se#:on I obſerved, that to worſhip 
God in Spirit, is to worſhip him with our Mind and Spirit. 
And from hence I ſhewed che abſurdity of Praying to God in 
an Unknown Tongue , when neither our Underſtandings, 
nor AﬀeRtions can joyn in our Prayers. For I ſuppoſe no man 
will ſay, that to pray to God or praiſe him in words which we do 
not underſtand, 1s to worſhip God in. Spirit, unleſs he thinks, that 
a Parrot may be taught to pray in the Spirit. This he calls a Ca- 
lumny. He would mnſmuate , that Catholicks when they affiſt to 
(preſent he ſhonld have ſaid at) Prayers, which they do not under- 
ſtand, are not commanded to pray in Spirit by devout Thoughts and 
pious 4ffeftion;, Now I inſfinuate no ſuch thing : when they 
are preſent at Prayers which they do not underſtand, they 
may have other devout thoughts for: ought I know, but I ſay 
they cannot offer thoſe Prayers to God with theirunderſtand- 
ing, which they do not underſtand, and in fuch Prayers 
they do not pray with the Mind and Spirit, and Secaſort all 
| 'tuch 
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ſuch Prayers are abſurd, and contrary to the nature of Chriſti- 
an Worſhip, which is to worſhip God in Spirit. 

But my work is not at an end yet; there are ſome other 
Milſrepreſentations and Calumnies, which he has picked our 
of the fourch Se&ionm of the Preſervative, which mult be conlt- 
dered, 

The fourth Se&ion concerns the reformation and improve- 
ment of Humane Nature , which I ſhewed to be the great 
deſign of the Goſpel, and that particularly with reſpect to 
Knowledge and Holineſs ; and I examined how far the Prin- 
Ciples and Practices of the Church of Rome did comply with 
this great Goſpel Deſign. 

1. As for Knowledge, I ſuppoſed, neither the Church of 
Rome nor any one for her would pretend that ſhe is any great 
Friend toKnowledge, which is ſo apt to make men Herericks. 
That knowing Papiſts are not beholden to their Church for 
their Knowledge, which deprives them of all the means of 
Knowledge ; will not allow them to believe their ſenſes, bur 
commands them to believe Tranſubſtantiation, which is con- 
trary to the evidence of ſenſe ; forbids men the uſe of Reaſon 
in matters of Religion ; ſuffers thern not to judge for them- 
ſelves, nor examine the Reaſons of their Faith 5 and denies 
them the uſe of the Bible, which is the only means to know 
the revealed V/ill of God : and when men muſt neither be- 
leve their Senſes, nor uſe their Reaſon, nor read the Scripture, 
it is caſie to gueſs, what knowing and underſtanding Chrilti- 
ans they mult needs be. 

Againſt this it may be obje&ed, that the Church of Rome 
does inſtru& her Children in the true Chriſtian Faith, though 
ſhe will not allow chem to read the Scriptures nor judge for 
themſelves, which is the ſafer way to teach them the pure Ca- 
tholick Faith wichout danger of Error or Herefie. To this I 
'anfwered, This were ſomething, did the Church of Rome 
take” care to inftrut them in all neceſſary Dodrines, and to 
teach nothing but what is true ; and could fach men, who 
thus tamely receive the dictates of the Church, be ſaid to 
know and, to underſtand their Religion : fo that here were 
two Inquiries, x. Whether the Church of Rewe inſtructs. her 
Children in all neceſſary truth, and nothing bur the crutch. 
2- Whether ſhe fo inftruts them, that they may be _ to 
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know and underſtand. How far the Church of- Rome is from 
doing the firſt, I id, all Chriſtians in the World are ſenſible 
buc chemſclves, but chat is not our preſent Diſpute. But our 
Jeluice ir ſeems will make ic the Diſpacz, or it ſhall paſs-for a 
perfet} Slander, tor thus he repeats it, they take m1 care to inſtruct 
men in all nec;ſary Dotfrines. Which I did not poſitively affirm, 
be fince hs wiil have ic {o, Ido now affirm, Thar rhey do not 
inſtruct men in all neceſſary Dottrines, and that they teach them a 
great man) falſe Dottrines. But then he muſt remember, what 
I mean by m/lructing, it is not meerly to teach them to repeat 
the Articles of their Creed, bur to give them the true ſenk 
and meaning of chem ; and I do atficm, and am ready to 
prove ir, and poſſibly may do fo, when leiſure permits, chac 
they do not rightly in{tru& men in the great and neceſſary 
Dodtrine of forgivenels of Sins in the Name of Chriſt, nor in 
the nature of Chiiſt's Mediation and Interceflion for us, nor 
in the - nature of Juſtification, or of Goſpel and Obedience, 
but teach ſuch Errors as overthrow the true Goſpel notion of 
theſe great and neceſſary Dodtrines. 

Then as for their manner of Teaching, to require men to 
believe what they ſay meerly upon the Authority of the 
Church, without ſuffering them to examine, whether ſuch 
Dodtrines are taught in Scripture, or toexercile their own rea- 
{on and judgment about it, can make no man a knowing and 
underſtanding Chriſtian. For no man underſtands his Reli- 
gion, who does not in ſome meaſure know the reaſons of his 
Faith, and judge whether they bz ſufficienc or not 3; who 
knows not how to diltinguiſh between Truth and. Error, who 


has no Rule to go by, but mult cake all upon truſt, and the 


cr2dir of his Teachers, who believes whateyer he is told, and 
learns his Creed as School-boys do their Grammar, without under- 
ſtanding it : this is not an ative, but a kind of paſlive know- 
ledge : Such men receive the impreſſion that xs made on them, as 
Wax does, and underſtand no more of the matter. Thele Sayin 
that ace marked out, are more of his Miſrepreſentations, which 
need no other Vindication, but to be ſhewn in their own light, 
and proper places. | 
And yet I did not deny, but ſome ;men might be fo dull 
and ftupid, as to be capable of little more than to be taught 


their Religion as Children, but certainly this is not the uy 
| | molt \ 
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moſt perfe&ion of knowledge, that any Chriſtian muſt aim at : 
which he thus repreſents, With them this us the utmoſt perfettion 
of Knowledge, that any Chriſtian muff aim at. This I did not 
fay, but this I ſay, that it is the utmoſt perfetion of Know- 
ledge, which any man can attain to, who will be contented 
wich the Methods of the Church of Rowe, not to examine his 
Religion, but to take all upon the credit of the Church. 

Well, How does our Jeſuite confute this beavy Charge and 
perfect Slander ? Does he ſhew, that they teach all neceſſary 
Truths, and nothing but "Truth 2 Does he prove that men 
may be very knowing Chriſtians without underſtanding the 
Reaſons of their Faith ? Not one word of this, which alone 
was to his purpoſe ; but he ſays, hundreds of thouſands of Re- 
ligious men are employed in inſtru&ing the Ignorant , and 
teaching Children-z and whoever denied this, that they do 
teach Men and Children after their faſhion ? But does this 
prove, that they teach them all neceſſary Truths, and nothing 
but truth ? Or that they make them ever the wiſer for their 
teaching ? ' As for thoſe ignorant Proteſtants he has had to 
deal with, if he made Converts of them, I believe they were 
very ignorant ; otherwiſe if there were Ignorance between 
them, it was as likely to lie on the Jeſuite's ſide. 

Having laid down this as a Principle, that one great deſign 
of the Goſpel is to improve the Knowledge of Mankind, I 
hence inferred, 1. That to forbid People to read and meditate 
on the Word of God, can be no Goſpei Doctrine, unleſs not 
to read the Bible be a better way to improve Knowledge than 
toread it. 2. This is a mighty preſumption allo againſt Tran- 
ſubſtantiation, that it is no Goſpel Doctrine, becaule it over- 
throws the very fundamental principles of Knowledge, as I 
ſhewed at largz, and wonder he has not one word to lay for 
Tranſubſtantiation. 3. The Authority of an Infallible Judge, 
whom we muſt believe in every thing, without examining 
the reaſons of what he affirms, nay though he teaches ſuch 
Dodtrines as appear to us moſt exprefly contrary to Senſe and 
Reaſon and Scripture, is no Goſpel-Do&@rine, becaule it is 
not the way to make men wiſe an@ underſtanding Chriſtians, 
for to ſuſpend the exerciſe of Reaſon and Judgment, is not 
the way toimprove Mens Knowledge ; and here I diſtinguiſh 
between an infallible a and an infallibk Judge. =_- 
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firſt teaches infallibly, but yet he that learns, muſt uſe his own 
Reaſon and Judgment, unleſs a man can learn without4t. But 
the Second uſurps the Office of every Man's private Reaſon 
and Judgment, and will needs judge for all Mankind, as if he 
were an univerſal Soul, an univerſal Reaſon and Underſtand. 
ing, which is to unſoul all Mankind in matters of Religion. 
And therefore though there have been infallible Teachers, as 
Moſes and the Prophets, Chriſt and his Apoſtles, yer none e- 
ver pretended to be infallible Judges but the Church of Rome,— 
Though there may be an infallible Teacher, there never can be an in- 
fallible Fudge, to whom I muſt ſubmit my own Reaſon and 
Judgment without examination, becauſe I cannot know, that he 
reaches infallibly, unleſs I am ſure, that he teaches nothing , that «s 
contrary to any natural or revealed Law, and that I cannot know, 
unleſs I may judge of his Doctrine by the light of Nature and 
Revelation : for he is not infallible, if he contradidts any na- 
tural or revealed Laws. I gave an inſtance of this in Aves 
and the Prophets, and in Chriſt himſelf : for when Chriſt ap- 
peared, there was a written Law, and all the Miracles he 
wrought could not have proved him a true Prophet, had he 
contradicted the Scriptures of the old Teſtament. [And there- 
fore he appeals to Moſes and the Prophets to bear teſtimony to 
his Perſon and Dorine : and then Miracles gave Authority 
to any New Revelation he made of God's Will, when it ap- 
peared, that he had not contradied the Old, The Law of 
Nature and the Law of Adoſes were the Laws of God, and God 


' cannot contradi& himſelf ; and therefore the Doffrine of all new 


Prophets, even of Chrift himſelf was to be examined, and «to be 
examined to this day by the Law and the Prophets ; and therefore 
though he was certainly an infallible Teacher, yet men were to judge 
of his Doftrine, before they believed ; and he did not require them 
t0 lay aſede their Reaſon and Fudgement, and ſubmit to bus infallible 
Authority without examination. 

This our Jeſuits makes a horrible ontcry about, which 
has made me tranſcribe the- whole of this L— He 
will hardly allow either the Author , or the Licenſer to 
be Chriſtians , and reſerFed this for -the concluding Blow 
to end his Pam with : What Feſws our God bleſſed for ever- 
more , even when owned the Son of God, even from us Chrifti- 
ans, cannot exat} a ſubmiſſion to his infallible Authority, wit 
eMaomming 
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examining the truth of what be ſays, by co ng it with the prin- 
ciples of umane reaſon : this is the | as [n all his Anſwer, the 
reſt is raving and ſenſeleſs harangue. But the fallacy of all 
this lies in a few words, Feſws the Son of God bleſſed for evermore, 
even when owned the Son of Son, even by ns Chriſtians. For 
thoſe who own him the Son of God, no doubt will ſubmit to 
his infallible Authority, and therefofe all profeſt Chriſtians 
muſt do ſo ; but that which I ſaid is this, that no man could, 


nor to this day can own him, upon wiſe conſideration, $0 be 
a true Prophet, and the Son of God, till he is —_ 


he neither contradicts the plain light of Nature nor the Pw of 
Moſes ; and therefore thus far we are to examine his ine; 
but when it is evident he contradicts no former Revelations, 
and confirms his Authority by Miracles, then we are to be- 
lieve any new Revelations he makes upon his own Authority. 
And therefore in my own Name, and the Name of the Li- 
cenſer, I here profeſs, that when by examining the Do&rine 
of Chriſt by the Light of Nature and the Law of Moſes, I find 
he has contradicted neither, and by the great Miracles he 
wrought, I am ſatisfied he is an Infallible Teacher, then I 
own him for ſuch an bfallible Teacher (or Judge if he pleaſes) 
that I mu#t not judge of bis Dotrine (ary ny ow cale of the 
Light of Nature and the Law of Moſes) but believe it, and ſub- 
mit to him ; and in theſe caſes, I ſubmit to bis Infallible Autho- 
rity without examination ; I recerve all bis Diftates as Divine Ora- 
cles. 

I donot wonder the Jeſuite is ſo muchdiſturbed at this, for 
if it a s, that Chriſt himſelf did not pretend to be ſach 
an Int: lible Judge, as he would have us believe the Pope or 
Church of Rome to be, they muſt for ſhame give up this kind 
of Infallibility : and therefore if he has a mind to Confute 
this Principle thoroughly, that he may underſtand my mind 
plainly, I will reduce all to ſome few Propoſitions, which he 
may " his skill upon, when he plealcs. 

I. That no Prophet is to be believed in contradition to 
ſuch plain and evident Principles of Nature, as all Mankind 


agree in. 

2. That the firſt Prophet, who appears in the World, be- 
fore any revealed Law, and confirms his Authority by plain 
and evident Miracles, is to be Wn jn every thing he a_n 
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while he does not contradict the plain and evident principles of 
natural Knowledge. And for that reaſon Moſes was to be be- 
lieved in every thing, which did not contradi&t the light of 
Nature, becauſe he was the firſt Prophet, who made a Publick: 
Revelation of God's Will to the World. 

3-. That ſucceeding Prophets, who confirm their Authori- 
ty with Miracles, are to be believed in all new Revelations 
they make, which neither Contradit the Light of Nature, 
nor any former Revelations ; and therefore Chriſt is abſolute- 
ly t believed, when it appears, that he neither contra- 
diced the Light of Nature, nor the Law of Moſes. 

4. When the Revelation is compleat-and perfe&t, and has 
no new additions to be: made to ir, (as the Goſpel-Revelation 
is) how infallible ſoever any Teachers may be, we muſt be- 
lieve them in nothing, which either contradicts the light of 
Nature, or the ſtanding Reyelation, or is not contained in the 
Revelation. | 

And this ſhews us, how far we-are to-ſubmit our- own Rea- 
ſon and Judgment to an infallible Teacher ; that is, when we 
are convinced of his infallibilty, we muſt then- believe him 
upon his own word, but not till then. And therefore we muſt 
of neceſlity judge of all Prophets, till- we can prove them true 
Prophets, and then we muſt- believe them without judging; 
The Miracles Moſes wrought were a- ſufficient 'reafon to be- 
lieve him to- be a true Prophet, while he did not contradict 
the Laws of Nature, and thus far all men were to judge of 
him, and not to rely upon his Authoricy ; but when by his 
Miracles and the agreement of his Doctrine with natural Prin: 
Ciples, they were ſatisfied, he was a true Prophet, they were 
to judge no-farther, but to receive every thing elſe upon his 
Authority. 

When Chriſt appeared in the World, men were to judge of 
him, before they believed, and that not only by Miracles, and 
the Conformity of his Do&rine to the Light of Nature, but 
by his Agreement with the Law of Moſes, which was a ſtand- 
ing Revelation: and when by theſe Marks he was known to 
be the true Meſſiar, they were to believe every thing elſe he 
ſaid upon his own Authority. 

But Chriſt having now given us a perfe&t Revelation of 
Gods. Wil, co which no addicions muſt be made ; we arcto 
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believe no men, how infallible ſoever, any further than they 
agree with the Goſpel-Revelation, and therefore muſt judge 
for our ſelves both of the ſenſe of Scripture, and the Dodrine 
they teach ; which is a plain demonſtration, that as there ne- 
ver was ſuch ar infallible Teacher, whom we muſt in all caſes 
believe without examination, (which is what the Churth of 
Reme means by an infallible Judge) for Moſes his Doftrine was 
to be examined by the Light of Nature, and Chriſt's by the 
Light of Nature and the Law of Moſes ; ſo now eſpecially c2n 
there be no ſuch infallible Judge, becauſe the Golpdis the 
entire and perfe&t Rule of Faith, and we muſt believe no man, 
againſt or beyond the Golpel-Revelation ;. and therefore muſt 
judge for our ſelves, and compare his Dorine with the Rule ; 
which confounds the Infallibility of the Church of Rowe. This 
1s the Scheme of my Principles; and now he knows, what he 
has to anſwer, when he has a mind to it. 

4hy. I obſerved farther, To pretend the Scripture to be an 
obſcure or imperfte& Rule,isa dire& contradiction to the deſign 
of the Goſpel, to improve and perfe& Knowledge. He (ays 
nothing about the Obſcurity of the Rule, as for the Imperfe- 
Rions of it, I obſerved, they pretended to ſupply the Defects 
of Scripture by Unwritten Traditions. The fil Anſwer I gave 
to this, which alone he pretends to ſay ſomething to, wis this. 
If the Sriptures be an imperfe& Rule, then all Chriftians have 
not a perfet Rule, becauſe they have nor the keeping of un- 
written Traditions, and know not what they are, ti!l the 
Chnrch'is pleaſed to tell them; and it ſeems it was a wery great 
while before the Church thought fit to do it : for ſuppoſe all the new 
Articles of the Council of Trent, were umwritten Traditions, fifteen 
bundred Years was ſomewhat of the longeſt to have ſo conſiderable a 
part of the Rule of Faith concealed from the World. Which the Je- 


ſuite thus repeats ; The Ca:hbolicks by unwritten Traditions, that Pag. 77: 


make up a part of their Rule of Faith, mean ſuch things as may bs 
concealed from the World for 1500 Years never heard of before m the 
Church of God, kept very privately and ſecretly for ſeveral Ages, and 
totally unwritten, Whereas I (aid nothing at all of this, but 
that if the Twelve new Articles of Pope Pims his Creed in the 
Council of Trent, be pretended (as they do pretend) to be the 
Tradition of the Church, then de fa#o this Tradition-was con- 
cealed for near 1500 Years, for there was no ſuch Thxihdan 
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known before, nor at the time of the Council of Trent, as has 
been proved as to ſeveral Articles, by the learned Dean of 
St. Pauls 3 and, when our Jeluite pleaſes, he may try to con- 
fute him. 
5ly. I obſerved, that an implicit Faith, or believing as the 
Chugch believes, without knowing what it is we believe, can be 
no Goſpel Doarine, becaule it is not for the improvement of 
Knowledge. And here I obſerved, that ſome Roman Docors 
think it ſufficient, that a man believes as the Church believes, 
without an explicite knowledge of any thing they believe ; 
but the general Opinicn is, that a man muſt have an explicite 
belief of the Apoliles Creed, bur as for every thing elle it ſuf- 
fices, if he believes as the Church believes. That is, as I infer- 
red, it is not neceſſary men ſhould ſo much as know, what 
the new Articles of the Trent Faith arc, if they believe the 
Apelſtles Creed, and in other things reſign up their Faith im- _ 
plicitely to the Church. From whence I canchuded, that by 
their own confeflion all the Dodtrines in diſpute between us 
and the Church of Reme are of no ule, much leſs neceſſary to 
ſalvation, for if they were. they would be as neceſlary to be 
known, and x me. believed, as the Apoſtles Creed ; and 
therefore Proteſtants who believe the Apoſtles Creed, may be 
ſaved without believing the Trent Creed, tor what we need not 
know, we need rot believe. What does our Jeſuite ſay to 
this ? is an implicite Faith no Dc&tine of their Church * have 
{ miſrepreſented their Dodrine ? he ſays nothing of this. But 
ibis Calumniator (he ſays, meaning poor calumniated me) con- 
founas what is to be known neceliitate medii, ſo rhat be who 
through n0 fault of his hath not learned it, is buwever uncapable of 
ſalvation (which is all contained in the Creed) with what -mu#t be 
known neceflitate pracepti, becauſe Grd bath commanded all thoſe 
who are in the cccaſion and in the capacity of being inſtrufted in it, 
to learn it, Whatever I confounded, I am ure, this is a diſtin- 
&ion would confound any man to reconcile it with an impli- 
cite Faith, Some things are ſo neceſſary to be known, that a 
man ſhall be damned meetly for not knowing them, though 
he had no opportunity co know them (which ſome will fay is 
very hard) other things are neceſla:y ro be known to thoſe 
who have opportunity to know them, for that I ſuppoſe he 
means, by cccafion gnd. capacity, or he means nothing but ny 
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and what place is here for an implicite Faith ? when they 
muſt know all that is a neceflary means of ſalvation, at the 
peril of their ſalvation, and muſt know. every thing, as far as 
they have opportunity of learning it ; and therefore muſt ne- 
ver take up with an implicite Faith. He ſays, Each man « 
mot bound to know all that Chriſt hath taught, but yet all that 
Chriſt has taught as neceſſary to him in bu ſtation : So that if all 
Chriſtians are not bound to have anexplicire belief and know- 
ledge of any thing but the Apoſtles Creed, then the know- 
ledge of all the peculiar Do&trines of Popery, it ſeems, are not 
neceſlary for them in their ſtation ; and if they be not nece(- 
ſary for all Lay-Chriſtians ſappoſe in their ſtation, they are ne- 
cellary for no body but the Pope and his Clergy ; and chat is 
the truth of the ſtory : for they are the only people that get a- 
ny thing by them, and it concerns them only to know theſe 
matters. 

Secondly, FE proceeded to Holineſs and Vertue, the promo- 
ting of which is another great Goſpel-deſign 3 and thewed 
how many ways this is hindred in the Charch of Rowe. 

I obſerved, That great value the Church of Rome ſets upon an 
external Righteouſneſs, t very apt to corrupt mens notions of what 
good, to perſwade them that ſuch external Obſervances are much 
more pleaſing to God, and therefore certainly much better in them- 
ſelves,than true Goſpel Obedience,than Moral and Evangelical Vertues: 
for that which will merit of God the pardon of. the greateſt Immora- 
lities, and a great Reward, that which ſupplies the want of true 
Vertue, which compenſates for ſin, and makes men great Saints, muſt 
needs be more pleaſing to God, than Vertueit ſelf. This he cites 
as a great Miſ repreſentation, and fo it is, as he puts it; for 


he makes me ſay, that they teach all ths : whereas all that I Pag. 7 


ſay is, that theſe are natural inferences which men draw from 
that great value che Church of Rowe purs upon an external 
Righteouſneſs, and that ſuch Conceits as theſe are very apt to 
make men Careleſs of a holy life. 

Thus he makes me ſay, The Roman Church teaches, that men 


need take no care of wenial ſins,and that they may keep clear of mortal pag, 19, 


ſons, without any great attainment in Vertue. But I never ſaid, 
the Roman Church taught this. I ſay, The Do&rine of wvenial 
fins, which cannot deſerve eternal puniſhments, how many ſoever 
they are, #s apt to give men very ſlight thoughts of very great _ 
that 
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that wdile ths diſt inftion laſts, men have an excuſe at hand for a 
great many ſins, which they need take no care of, What! becauſe 
the Church teaches, that they need not avoid venial fins ? By 
no means! But becauſe they ſhall net be damned for them, 
which is encouragement enough to moſt men to be careleſs 
about them : If they keep clear. of mortal ſins, they are ſafe, that is, 
as to eternal damnation; and that men may do without any great 
attainments in Vertue: which is certainly true, whoever teaches 
it, according to the Roman diſtinion berween venial and 
mortal ſins. | 

I ſhewed farther, that the Church-of Rome makes void moſt 
of the Goſpel-Motivesto a holy life. The ſecond was the Ho- 


| lineſs, and Purity, and inflexible Juſtice of che divine Nature, 


which enforces the necefliry of Holineſs, becauſe a holy God 
cannot be reconciled to wicked men, nor forgive our fins, 
unleſs we repent and reform. But the force of this Argument s 
loft in the Church of Rome by the Fudicial Abſolution of the Prieſt, 
For they ſee daily the Prieſt does abſolve them without forſaking 
their ſins, and God muſt confirm the Sentence of his Miniſters 3 and 
therefere they are abſolued, and need not fear that God will not ab- 
ſolve them : Which muſt either deſtroy all ſenſe of God's eſſential 
Holineſs and. Purity, and perſwade them, that God can be reconciled 
to Sinners, while they continue in their ſins 3 or elje they muſt be- 
lieve that God hath given power to bus Prieſts to abſohve thoſe whom 
be could not have abſolved himſelf. This he thus repeats : © They 
teach ( for this muſt always come in to make me a Miſ-repre- 
ſenter )- that when a Prieſt: abſolves men that forſake not their ſins, 
God muſt confirm the Sentence of bis Miniſter, and therefore they 
are abſolved, and need not fear 5; whence they believe that God can 
be reconciled to ſinners, whilſt they remain m ther ſins ;. and there- 
fore they muſt believe that God hath gruen power to bus Prieſts to ab- 
folwve thoſe whom he could not abſolve himſelf. How unlike this 
is to what ſaid, I need not tell any man ;3 but he has not 
only miſ-repreſented my words and ſenſe, but has made non- 
ſenſe of it-roo, which is a lictle too nuch at once : for if they 
believe that God can be reconciled to ſinners, while they con- 
tinue in their fins, they need not believe that God had given 
power to the Prieſt to abſolve thole whom he could nor ab- 
ſolve himſelf, that is, unreformed ſinners ; tor if God can be 
reconciled to ſuch men, who continue in their ſins, he may 
abſolve them too, as well as the Prieſt. ER Put 
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But I muſt nat part with this point thus. I faid, that de 
faf#o men ſaw that they areevery day, or as oft as they pleaſe 
to go to confellion, abſolved by the Prieſt wicthour for{aking 
their ſins; is not this true? That they are taught that God 
confirms the Sentence of his Miniſters, and when they aro 
forgiven by the Prieſt, they are forgiven by God : Thar the 
Prieſt is a Judge and abſolves as a Judge, by a true judicial, 
not a meer declarative power : Is not this true? And is not 
this reaſon enough for them to believe that when they are ab- 
ſolved by the Prieſt, without forſaking their ſins, they are ab- 
ſolved by God ? And does not this deſtroy that Argument 
from the holineſs and juſtice of God, that he will not forgive 
our ſins, unleſs we forſake them 2 But he ſays, They teach, that 
to receive abſolution without a real forſaking of our ſms, in lieu of 
forgiveneſs of them, adds a hainous Sacriledze. But how do they 
teach this, by words or a&tions? Their actions teach quite 0- 
therwiſe, for they abſolve men over and over, who do not for- 
ſake their ſins, though they know that they do not ; and if 
ſuch Abſolutions do nor avail to the forgiveneſs of ſins, what 
greater ſecurity is there in the Popiſh judibial, than in the 
Proteſtant declarative Abſolution? Nay, why do they cheat 
people out of their Souls, and lull them into ſecurity by ſuch 
yoid Abſolutions 2 Nor do their words teach any necellity of 
mens forſaking ſin, to make their Abſolution valid : Contrition 
is the moſt that is required to Abſolution. Now ſuppoſe Con- 
trition ſignifie a ſorrow for ſin, and a reſolution to tocſake it, 
yet Contrition is not forſaking ſin, is not holineſs of life; and 
if Abſolution upon Contrition puts men into a ſtate of ſalva- 
tion, then men may be ſaved by the Sacrament of Penance, 
without an actual forſaking of ſin ; for if they ſin again, it is 
only repeating the ſame Remedy, the Sacramznt of Penance, 
with the Abſolution of the Prieſt, will reſtore them to the fa- 
vour of God, and a ſtate of ſalvation again. Which ſhews 
that the Church of Rome does not teach what he pretends ; 1 
wiſh ſhe did, or that he would teach it for her, that the Abſo- 
lution of the Prieſt will avail no man who does not actually 
forſake his ſins, and reform his life, and then we ſhould ſee 
what value men would have for their Judicial Ablolution. 

A third Goſpel-Motiye to — is the Death and yrs 
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fice of Chriſt, becauſe his Bload is the Bloud of the Covenant, 


and the efficacy of his Sacrifice, extends no farther than the 


Goſpel Covenant ; that is, no man can be ſaved by the Bloud 
of Chriſt, but thoſe who obey the Goſpel. This I obſeryed 
the Church of Rome ſeems very lenſible of, that the Sacrifice 
of the Croſs will avail none but penirent and reformed Sin- 
ners. But then the Sacrifice of the Maſi a Propitiatory Sacri- 
fice for the living and the dead, to expiate thoſe ſms, which are not 
exptated by the Sacrifice of Chriſt upon the Crofi, and that by the 
bare opus operatum, by the offering thu Sacrifice of the Maſi it 
ſelf, without any good motion mn the perſon for whom it u offered. 
Theſe are ſome more of his Miſ-repreſentations, to which he 
adds, That when Chriſt was ſacrificed upon the Croſs, he expiated 
only for the eternal puniſhment of ſin'; when ſacrificed in the Maſt 
enly, for the temporal. 

What has he to ſay to this, only three loud Calumnies. We 
teach, that Chriſt on the Croſs gave himſelf a full Redemption fer all 
the guilt and debt of ſinners, who apply to themſelves that preciows 
Bloud by the means appointed by Chriſt, Very tender this ! But 
did Chriſt expiate the ſins only of true penitent and reformed 
ſinners? Is chat the only means of applying his precious Bloud 
to us ? That by the Sacrifice of the Maſs, as alſo by any good Chri- 
ſtian Prayers for obdurate ſinners, ſuch Graces may be obtained as 
ſhall work in them their ſalvation ; but that no ſm u remitted to an 
impenitent ſinner. Very artificial and trickith ſtill ! Does the 
Sacrifice of the Mals expiate fins, or not 2 Do other good 
Chriſtian Prayers expiate fin 2 Why then does he joyn the 
Sacrifice of the Maſs, and other good Chriftian Prayers, as if 
they attribute no more expiation to the Maſs, than to Chri- 
{tian Prayers ? Is the Sacrifice of the Maſs to obtain Grace for 
ſinners, or to expiate fin ? Pray what Grace is obtaihed by 
the Sacrifice of the Maſs for thoſe who are dead ? or is the Sa- 
Ccrifce of the Mals available for obdurate ſinners, or for thoſe 
only who are in a ſtate of Grace? But pray, why not one 
word tothe main caſe, that the Maſs expiates thoſe ſins, for 
which the Sacrifice of the Crofs made no Expiation? What he 
adds, That no fue « remitted to an impenitent ſinner, is nothing to 
the purpoſe ; the queſtion is, Whether no man ſhall be par- 
doned, who does not reform his ſin, and live a holy life j 

Theſe 
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Theſe are ewo things in the Church of Rowe, where mer re- 
ceive Abſolution upon their Contrition, as is pretended, who 
never reform their lives. But as for the Opws Operatum he tells 
us, It hath no reference to bim, who receives the Sacraments,---but 
to thoſe who adminiſter the Sacraments, from whoſe Piety they take 
not their force. "This I know Caſſander and ſome other mode- 
rate Romaniſts would have to be the lenſe, bur in contradici- 
on to the Doctrine of their Church : I ſhall not enter into that 
Diſpute now : our preſent cale is very plain. For the Mals is 
oftered for the living and che dead, for thole who are abſent 
and know nothing of it, and therefore cannot joyn in the Ob- 
lation of this Sacrifice ; that if it have any vertue it muſt be 
its own, the bare Opus Operatum, without any good motion of 
him, for whom it is offered. 

A Fourth Goſpel Motive to Holineſs is the Interceflion of 
Chriſt for us at the right hand of God. Becauſe he mediates 
and interceeds only for true penitent Sinners ; which obliges us, 
as we hope for any benefit from the Interceflion of Chriſt, 
heartily to repent of our ſins, and live a, new life : but che 
Church of Rome has found our a great matrfy other Advocates 
and Mediators, who by their great Intereſt in Chriſt, or fa- 
vour with God , may obtain that pardon , which otherwiſe 
they could not hope for : and that this muſt be the meaning 
of their Addrefles to Saints and the Virgin Mary, I proved, be- 
cauſe there is no other account to be given of it ; for will they 
ſay, that Chriſt wants Will or Power toundertake our Cauſe, 
if we be ſuch, as according to the terms of the Goſpel it is his 
Office to interceed for: I confelsd, it was hard to think, that 
they ſhould imagine, hat the-Interceſſion of the Virgin Mary, or 
the mot powerful Saints can prevail with our Saviour to do that, 
which according to the Laws of bis own Mediation, rhey know ve 
cannot and will not do. But yet ſo it is, that is, thus they do, 
and there is no other account to be given of it but this This 
he ſays is @ bare-faced Calummy ! But what is the Calumny ? 
that they do pray to Saints and the Virgin ? or that ſuch vile 
Wretches hope to be heard by them, who could not reaſona- 
bly expect, that Chriſt would hear them apon their own aC- 
count? Let him have a care of callingchis a Calumny ; there 
are many fine Stories, how gracioss the Bleſſed © 
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been to the moſt profligate Villains, which I ſuppoſe are rela- 
ted for this purpoſe to make ſuch Wretches great Deyotoes of 
the Virgin. 

What he ſays, That the bleſſed Saints only joyn their Prayers to 
ours to obtain mercy of Chrift , is nothing to our preſent purpoſe : 
che Queſtion is, Why thoſe who have ſo mercifuland compaffi- 
onate an High-Prieſt, ſhould make ſuch frequent Addrefles tg 
other Advocates, if they did not hope to find them more piti- 
ful and compaſſionate, to obtain that for them of their Savi- 
our by their Intereſt and Interceflion, which good men know, 


* they may have of Chriſt tor asking, without applying to other 


Advocates, 

A Fifth Goſpel Motive to a Holy Lite is the hope of Hea- 
ven and the fear of Hell ; but ther the terror of Hell is mightily 
abated by the Do&trine of Purgatory, for though Purgatory be a ter- 
rible place, yet it is not eternal ; —eſpecially _— bow many 
eaſie ways there are for men to get out of Purgatory : thoſe who can 
buy Indulgencies, while they Ive, or Maſſes for their Souls, when 
they die, weed not lie, long there, if the Prieſts are not out in their 
reckoning. 

Here he finds three Calumnies, The firſt, That Catbolicks 
exempt Sinners from Hell, who in the Proteſtant Dottrine would be 
condemned to it, No unrepented mortal ſin is lodged in Purgatory, 
or eſcapes Hell, Now 1 confeſs, though I did not fay fo, yet I 
think they do ; and I grant it is a true conſequence of my 
Argument: That all impenitent Sinners ſhall go to Hell, we 
both agree ; but then we make the reformation of our lives 
eſlential to repentance , and how ſorrowful ſoever men are 
for their ſins, if they live after ſuch ſorrow and do not reform 
their lives, they ſhall go to Hell. In the Church of Rome, at 
moſt contrition or ſorrow for finis all that is neceſſary to Ab- 
ſolution , and that keeps them out of Hell, and ſuch men 
muſt expiate their ſins by Penance in this World, or in Purga- 
tory in the next, but though they do not reform their ſins, if 
they be contrite and abſolved again, they are reſtored to a 
ſtate of Grace again, and ſo zoties quoties. Now ſuch Peni- 
tents as are a their ſins, but.do not reform them, are- 
condemned to Hell ta the Proteſtant Church, and. only to 
Purgatory in the Church of Rome : and therefore the Firſt is 
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no Calumny. The Second is, That Indulgencies may be bought 
for Money, thas 15 no Calumny as I have already ſhewn, or avail 
a Soul undiſpoſed to receive the benefit of them, through want of 
contrition, the guilt of ſin not being before remitted. This I never 
faid, and therefore is no Calumny of mine. The third, That 
Maſſes ſaid for any Soul in Purgatory avail ſuch as during life have 
not deſerved and merited that mercy. "This I take to be nonſenſe 
according to the Dodrines of their own Church. For certain- 
ly thoſe Souls who have merited to get into Purgatory, have 
merit enough to receive the benefit of Mafles. 

Another Goſpel-Motiveto Holineſs are the Examples of Good 
Men, but in ths Church of Rome the extraordinary Vertues of 
great and meritorious Saints are not ſo much for imitation as 
tor .a ſtock of Merits. The more Saints they have,the leſs need 
is there for other men to be Saints, unleſs they have a mind 
to it, becauſe there is a greater treaſure of Merits to relieve 
thoſe who have none of their own ----- and if one man can me- 
Tit for twenty, there is no need there ſhould be above one in twenty 
good, Here he quibbles upon the different acceptation of Me- 
rit, as it relates to a reward, or as it expiares the puniſhment 
of fin, In the firſt ſenſe he ſays Merit is perſonal, not com- 
municative z but if it be communicative in the ſecond ſenſe, 
-that one man may be delivered from puniſhments by the Me- 
rits of another, (and if it be not, there is an end of the gainful 
trade of Indulgencies) "that is ſufficient to my Argument, and 
will ſatisfie moſt ſinners, who are not-concerned  _ degrees 
of glory, if they can eſcape puniſhment. 

Laſtly I ſhewed, that the Goſpel-Means and Inftruments 
of Holineſs, do not eſcape much better in the Church of 
Rome : among others I inſtanced in the Sacrament of the 
Lord's Supper , which beſides thoſe ſupernatural conveyances of 
Grace, which are annexed to-it by our' Saviour's Inſtitution, ts a 


great Moral Inſtrument of Holineſi---- but in the Church of Rome 


this admirable Sacrament is turned into & dumb ſhew, which 30. 


body can be edified with, or into a ſacrifice fot the living and the 
dead, which _— ſm ef mobs. yo fe holy life. "Il he 
lays, there are three crying Calumnies. 1. That the Sacrament 
among them is nothing but” a ſhew or a. ſacrifice, whereas 
they very often. receive it ; and did I ſay the Sacrament was 


never 
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never received in the Church of Rome ? 2. That they re- 
quire rhe prattice of no Vertue to the receiving the Sacrament, 
whereas they require the Sacrament of Penance to prepare 
for the Euchariſt. But I ſpoke of thoſe Vertues which were to 
be exerciſed in receiving, which there are not ſuch advantages 
for in the Church of Rome, where the Office is not under- 
flood, and the mind diverted with a thouſand inſignificant 
Ceremonies. 3. That our expeſmg the bleſſed Sacrament, is. a 
dumb ſhew, and ſo we afſift at holy Maſs, And whether it be or 
no, let thoſe judge, who have ſeen the Ceremony. How 
much the Sacrifice of the Mals encourages Vertue, we have al- 
ready ſeen. | 

I doubt not but our Jeſuite can give as good an Anſwer to 
this Vindication, as he did to the Preſervative, and I as little 
doubt but he will ; unleſs Mr. Needbam's Name to the Licenſe 
may be. my ſecurity, for he has threatned, it ſhall be to him a 
ſufficient Note and Charatter of a Book,not worth the Reading, much 
kſs the Cenſuring, where-ever be ſees, that Reverend Perion has 
opened it the Pref: and I commend him for it, for he has had 
very ill ſucceſs with ſuch Books of late ; but though I never 
grudge my pains in anſwering an Adverlary, who gives occa- 
ſion tor any uſeful and material Diſcourſe, (for I deſire what- 
ever I ſay, ſhould be ſifted to the very bottom, and am as rea- 
dy to own any Error, I am convinced of, as to vindicate 
the Truth). yet it is very irkſom to be forced to write a great 
Book meerly to reſcue my words from the injuries of a per- 
verſe Comment, which has been my preſent Task : Thus any 
Book may be anſwered, by a man, who has wit or ignorance 
enough to pervert it: and ſuch Anſwers may be eaſily an- 
{wered again by men, who have nothing elſe to do z but if 
this trade grow too common, they muſt be very idle people 
indeed, who will find time to read them. 

And therefore to prevent ſuch an impertinent trouble for 
the future, before I rake leave of my Adverſary, I will ven- 
- ture to give him a little good Advice, which may ſtand him 
in ſtead againſt the next time. 


x. That he would be more modeſt and ſparing in his 
Title-page ; not to paint it ſo formidable as to make —_— 
: ous ; 
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lous: it is a little too much to talk of Principles which deſtroy al 
right wſe of Reaſon, Scripture, Fathers, Councils, undermine Divine 


Faith, and abuſe Moral Honeſty. Or Forty maliciow Culummies - - 


and forged untruths, beſides ſeveral Fanatical Principles, which de- 
ſtroy all Church Diſcipline, and oppoſe Chriſt's Drvine Authority. 
If ſuch things be proved againſt any Book, I afſure you it is 
very terrible , though there be nothing of it in the Title, 
but the World has been fo: long deceived wich Titles, that 
commonly the more the Title promiſes, the leſs they expect 
in the Book. Some cry it is a Mountebank's Bill, others, che 
Man raves, and if curioſity tempts any to look any farther, 
the diſappointmerit they meet with, provokes their ſcorn, or 
indignation. The bare name of an Anſwer to a Book, which 
is commonly known and approved, is a ſufficient invitation 
to all men to read it, but it is a very impolitick thing to pre- 
judice the Readers by a frightful Titk. 


2. That he would not think , he has confuted a Book by 
picking out ſome ſayings , which he thinks very inconvenient 
and obnoxious, but in which the main Argent of the Book 
is not concerned : this is the caſe in many paſſages he has ob- 
jeed againſt the Preſervative, for though there is never a one, 
but what is very defenſible, and what I have defended , yer 
there are many , that if they could not be defended , the 
main Argument of the- Book is never the worſe : This is as 
vain , asto think to kill 2 man by launjhing a Sore, while all 
his Vitals are ſound and untoucht. 


3- That he would not boaſt of confuting a Book , without 
bearing up fairly to any one Argument in it. 

I know in his Poſtſcript, he ſays,that be emitted nothing in An- 
ſwer to the Firſt part of the Preſervative., that even pretended 
ro the appearance of an Argument ; that all-the reſt, which he 
did not anſwer in his ſingle ſheet , .was only ſwelled up with 
words, but void of Senſe and Reaſon. A ſtrange Tympany this 
poor Preſervative was fick of, that when the wordy ſwelling 
was taken down , that and the Anſwer too could be reduced 
to a ſingle ſheer. But the Prefacer he ſays, ſhould have pointed 


im 


at ſome pretended proofs, which he lighted to expoſe, or havt praiſed ' 
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bins for; nat wearying. hs Readers with a dull prolixity. But the 
Prefacer pginted him to the Book, and. that was enough, un- 
' leG.he would have had himeranſcribe the Book again,and con- 
cluded. every 'entire Argument, with this is not Anſwered by the. 
Feſuite.” For I know not any.one paragraph, that he. has pre- 
tended to anſwer, though ſome ſingle ſayings he has nibled at, 
and little pieces of Argument,as appears from this Vindication, 
and that ſo dully too, that there was no need of more prolixi- 

ty to tire his Readers. Our Author little thinks, how he ex- 

poſes his Reputation among our people by ſuch vain brags as 


thels : They can find agreat many Arguments, which he has . 


not medled with , and therefore conclude the Jeluite to be 
very blind, or very impudent in pretending to have anſwered 
all he could find, or (which itmay be isthe truth of the caſe) 
that he was not truſted to read the Preſervative, but had ſome 
ſayings picked out for him to anſwer , and he miſtook them 
tor the whole. 


4ly, That when he talks big of Calumnies and Miſrepre., 
ſentation, he woygpl not only ſay but provethem to beſo: that 
is, that I attribute any Dodtrines to them , which are not 
taught by their own Councils and Doctors, or impute ſuch 


Practices to them, as they are not guilty of : for this Cry of 


Miſrepreſenting is grown ſo familiar now, and that Charge 
has been fo often bafled of late, that our People will not take 
his Word for it, nor allow every Argument he cannot An- 
{wer, to paſs for a Miſrepreſentation. 


5h, I would adviſe him to have a care, that he do not © 
Confute his own Church, while he is zealous to Confute his - 


Adverſary ; this often happens, and has done fo to him in this 
very Diſpute : eſpecially in his Talk of Moral Infallibility, 
which has effeQually given up the Roman pretences to Infalli 
bility, as I have ſhewn above. 


6ly, If he reſolves to Write again ; I deſire him to take but 
any one Chapter or Seftion in the Preſervative, and try his 
$kill on it ; not to pick out a ſingle Saying or two, but to An- 
ſwer the whole Series of Arguments, as they lie there ; = 
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Burif he-skips about from one Page to another, and only 
hunts for Calumnies and Miſreprefentations as he calls' | 
which he ficſt artificially makes, by changing Words and Pe- 
riods, and joyning Sentences, which have no relation to each ; 
other, and then triumphs over his own Creatures, I ſhall kave 
| him to be anſwered and chaſtized by any Footman, who 
pleaſes to undertake him, and I wiſh the next may not be (6 
much his Over-match, as the firſt was. 

I have taken no Notice of his Poſtſcript in Anſwer to the 
Preface to the Proteſtant Footman's Defence of the Preſervative. 
The Author is able to Anfwer for himſelf, if he thinks fic; 

'I preſume he looks upon that Diſpute as at an end, if 

Diſputes muſt ever have an end : for when all is ſaid, that « 4 
Cauſe bear, and the ſame Arguments and the ſame An- "i 
ſwers to be repeated 'over again, it is time then for a | 
modeſt man to have done, and to leave the World to judge - 
unleſs Diſputing be only an Art of Scolding, where the aft 
Word is thoughe the Victory. 
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